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FOREWORD 



In this second VARST Hono5raj>h^ Professor Praser provides an excellent 
overview of his own extensive \0ovk on science cletsrooA enyircnaentt» at 
well as related research bjr others. Various fonu of daasrooft 
environment research are compared, indudins student perceptions, direct 
observation, case studies, and coobinations of ethnographic and student 
perception methodolosies. 

I find Professor Fraser's proposals for cosbinins quantitative a&d 
qualitative methods m the study of classroom environaents particularly 
interesting ind most likely to lead to a rich, stable foundation for 
future science education -research. 

With colleagues such as Tobin and Walberg, Barry Fra^er has established 
a very impressive literature base and conceptual foundation, for the study 
of dassrooB psychosocial environments, with science classrooms providing 
xauch of the specific data base. Z aa confident that this XARSt Monosraph 
will be extensively used by science education researchers and by 
practitioners at all levels of education. Whether one's interest is in 
cooperative grouping, individualized instruction, learning cycle/ 
strategies, or any of the many other variations on science education, the 
infon&ation and many references in this monograph on dassrooei 
environment? will prove valuable. 

I congratulate the author on a fine piece of work that meets the high 
standard for research review and application set by the first iIA5t»f 
Konograph. Together, they form an excellent beginning of what I hope 
becomes a MARST tradition of producing monographs that have a notice^bxy 
positive impact on science educatior* research. 



Ron Good 
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INTROOUCTIOlf 



Science educators often speaK of a classroom's climcte, environment, 
,^ atmosphere, tone, ethos, or ambience and consider it to be both is^ortant 
in its own right and influential in terms of student learn ins* Although 
classroom environment is a somewhat subtle concept, nevertheless 
remarkable progress has been made over the last two decades in 
conceptualizing it, assessing it, and researching its determinants and 
effects. Although important classroom climate work has been undertaken 
by researchers interested in a variety of school subject areas, clearly 
science education researchers have led the world in terms of developing t 
validating, and applying classroom environment assessment instruments. 

Many questions of interest to teachers, educational researchers, 
curriculum developers, and policy makers in science education can be. 
asked about classroom environment. Does a classroom's environment affect 
student learning and attitudes? What is the impact of a new curriculum 
or teaching method on the nature of a classroom's environment? Can 
teachers conveniently assess the climates of their own classrooms and can 
they change these environments? What are some of the determinants of 
classroom environment? Is there a discrepancy between actual and 
preferred classroom environment, as perceived by students, and does this 
discrepancy matter in terms of student outcomes. Do teachers and their 
students perceive the same classroom environments similarly? The above 
questions represent the thrust of the work on science classroom 
environments over the past 20 years and constitute the main areas 
considered in this monograph. 



I 





Traditionally research and evaluation in science education have tended 
to rely heavily and sometime-i exclusively on the assessment of academic 
achievement and other valued learning outcomes. Although few responsible, 
educators would dispute the worth of outcome measures, these measur^s^ 
cannot give a complete picture of the educational process. Moreov«r,> 
because students spend up to 15,000 hours at school by the time th«r 
finish senior high school (Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston & Smith, 
1979), students certainly have a large stake in what happens to them at 
school, and students' reactions to and perceptions of their school 
experiences are significant. This monograph is devoted to one approach 
to conceptualizing, assessing, and investigating what happens to students 
during their schooling. In particular, the main focus is upon students • 
and teachers* perceptions of important social and psychological aspects 
of the learning environments of school science classrooms. 

In contrast to methods which rely on outside observerr, the approach 
described here defines classroom environment in terms of the shared 
perceptions of the students and teachers in that environment. This 
approach has the dual advantage of characterizing the class through the 
eyes of the actual participants and capturing data which che observer 
could miss or consider unimportant, students are at a good vantage point 
to make judgments about classrooms because they have encountered many 
different lea^-ning environments and have enough time in a class to form 
accurate impressions. Also, even if teachers are inconsistent in their 
day-to-day behavior, ^hey usually project a consistent image of the 
long-standing attributes of classroom environment. 

This monograph falls into five main parts. First, an introductory 
section provides background information about the field of classroom 
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^ •nvironment (including alternative assessn^ent approaches, a historical 
ptrspective on past work, the distinction between school and classroom 
^environment, 'and the unit-of-analysis question). Second, a section is 
^'devoted to instruments for assessing perceptions of classroom 

i 

^.'psychosocial environment* Third, an overview is given of several lines 
^ of past research involving environment assessments in science classrooms 

(including associations between outcomes and environment, thh use of 
[ environment dimensions as criterion variables, and person-environment fit 
>; studies of whether students achieve better, in their preferred 

environment) . Fourth, a description is given of recent research in which 
I quantitative and qualitative methods were combined to advantage within 

the same classroom environment studies. Fifth, consideration is given to 

teachers* use of classroom environment instruments in practical attempts 

to improve their own classrooms. 



BACKGROUND 

This introductory section sets the scene for the remainder of the 
monograph by raising four important issues which recur in subsequent 
sections. First, the method of assessing classroom environment in terms 
of students* and teachers' perceptions is compared with alternative 
epproaches, and the relative merits of perceptual measures are weighed. 
^ Second, a historical perspective is taken on past work which has 
r influenced the ways of conceptualizing, assessing, and investigating 
classroom environment. Third, the distinction between school-level and 
\ classroom- level environment is considered. Fourth, the important issue 
of choosing an appropriate level or unit of analysis for classrpom 
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environment work is discussed. 

APPromchtt to Shudyinit Classroom Environments 

The use of ^students* and teachers* perceptions has- been- contrasted witlir 
the method of direct observation which typically involves an extemii*** 
observer in systematic coding of classroom communicatiou and eventi/:ij 
according to some category scheme (e.g., Rosenshine 6 furst, 1973J liunkin 
& Biddle, 1974). The distinction between the "objective" .jtpproaeh oP >^ 
directly observing the environment and the "subjective"*- approach baled .Ofkr^ 
milieu inhabitants* apprehension of the environment is vWidely. reco|nl«(id< 
in the psychological literature (see Jessor & lessor, 1973). In ^ 

^ 

particular, Murray (1938) introduced the term alpha press to .describe the v 
environment as assessed by a detached observer and the tent beta prese to' ^ 
describe the environment as perceived by milieu inhabitants. 

Rosenshine (1970) makes the distinction between low inference and hitb( 
inference measures of classroom environment. Low inference measures tap I 
specific explicit phenomena (e.g., the number of student questions) » 
whereas high inference measures require a judgment about the meaning of 
classroom events (e.g., the degree of teacher friendliness). That ii» 
compared with low inference measures, high inference measures are 
involved more with the psychological significance tt^t classroom events 
have for students and teachers. Whereaft it has been cownon for classroom 
observation schemes to focus on lo*f inference variables, perceptual, 
measures have tended to focus )n high inference variables. 

Fraser and Walberg (1981) outline some advantages which student 
perceptual measures can have over observational techniques. First, 
paper-and-pencil perceptual measures are more economical than, classroom 
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obiervttion techniques which involve the expense of trsiaed outtide 
observers. Second, perceptual measures are based on students* 
experiences over many lessons, while observational data usually"* are 
restricted to a very small number of lesdons. Third, perceptual measurer 
-involve the pooled judgments of all students in a class, whereat 
observation techniques typically involve only a single observer. Fourth, 
students* perceptions, because th^y are the detonainants of student 
behavior more so than the real situation, can be more Important than 
observed behaviors. Fifth, perceptual measures of classroom environment 
typically have been found" to account for considerably more variance in 
student learning outcomes than have directly observed variables. 

Another approach to studying classroom environments involves 
application of the techniques of naturalistic inquiry, ethnogrcphy, and 
case study which are well illustrated b;, the vivid descriptions^ of 
classroom settings found in popular books such as To Sir With Love and 
Thirty^S ix Children , some of the other approaches to conceptualizing and 
assessing human environments delineated by Moos (1973) include ecological 
dimensions (e.g., meteorological and geographical dimensions as .well .as 
the physical design and architectural features reviewed by Weinst^in, 
1979) or behavior settings which are conceptualized as naturally 
occurring ecologica.L units concerned, with molar behavior and the 
ecological context in which it occurs (e.g.. Barker & Gump, 1964). In 
another approach (e.g., Astin 6. Holland, 1961), the character of an 
environment is assumed to depend on the nature of its members, while the 
dominant features of an environment are considered to depend on its 
members* typical characteristics. 



By an intecestins coincidence, thi& montsraph isr being published 
approximately twv> decades since Herbert Walbers and K'jdolf Mops began 
their seminal independent progr*ims of research H^ch £avA the sta'ting 
points for the work reviewed in tr s paper. It was approximately 20 
years ago when Walberg began developing earlier versions of the widely 
used Learr»ing Environment Inventory as part of the research and 
evaluation activities of Harvard Project Physiv * «see Andorson & Walberg, 
1968; Ktflberg, 1968; Walberg Anderson, 1968a, 1986b). Two decades ago 
also nark the time when Moos began developing the first of his 
world>-renowned social climate scales, including those for use ^n 
psychiatric hospitals (Moos & Houts, 1968} and correctional institutions 
(Moos, 1968), which ultimately resulted in the development of the widely 
known Classroom Environment Scale (Moos & Trickett, 1984, 1987). 

The way that the importcnt pioneering work of Walberg and Moos on 
perceptions or classroom environment developed into major research 
programs a^^d spawned a lot of other reseaich is reflected in numerous 
comprehensive literature overviews. Thesu include books (Moos, 1979a; 
Walberg, 1979; Fraser, 1986a; Fraser & Walberg, in press; van der Sijde & 
van de Grift, in press), monographs (Fraser, 1981b; Fraser & Fisher, 
1983a), a guest-edited journal issue (Fraser, 1980b), an annotated 
bibliography (Moos & Spinrad, 1984), several state-o£-th^-arfc literature 
reviews (Randhawa & Fu, 1973; Anderson & Walberg, 1974; Walberg, 1976; 
Walberg & Haertel, 1980; Chavez, 1984; Fraser, 1986b, 1989b), including 
special purpose reviews with an emphasis on classroom environment work in 
science education (Fraser & Walberg, 1981), in Australia (Fraser, 1981a), 
and in Germany (Oreesman, 1902; Wolf, 1983). As well, the American 
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Educational Research Association established a very successful Special 
Interest Group (SIG) on the Study of Leamins Znvironsents in 1984 and 
this group sponsors an annual monosraph (e.g., Fraser, 1986c, 1987b, 
1988) . 

Although this pape«* focuses predoainantly upon the classroom 
environment vork which developed over the previous ttro decades, it ie 
fully acknowledged that this research builds upon and has been influenced 
by two areas of earlier work. First, the influence of the momentous 
theoretical, conceptual, end measureoent foundations laid half a century 
ago by pioneers like Lewin and Hurray and their followers (such as Pace 
and Stem) is recognized. Second, Chavez (1984) observes that research 
involving assessmtsnts of perceptions of classroom environment epitomized 
in the work of Walberg and Hoos also was influenced by prior work 
involving low inference, direct observational bethods of measuring 
classroom climate. 

One fruitful way to think about classroom life is in terms of Lewin's 
(1936) early but seminal work on field theory. LewLn's contribution was 
to recognize that both the environment and its interaction with personal 
characteristics of the individual are potent determinants of human 
behavior (see von Saldem, 1984)* The familiar Lewinian formula, 
B3f(P,&), was first enunciated largely for didactic reasons to stress the 
need for new research strategies in which behavior is considered to be a 
function of the person and the environment* Murray (1938) was the first 
worker to follow Lewin's approach by proposing a needs-press model which 
allows the analogous representation of person and environment in common 
terms. Personal needs refer to motivational personality characteristics 
representing tendencies to move in the direction of certain goals, while 



environoentnl press provides an external situational counterpart which 
supports or frustrates the expression of internalized personality needs. 
Needs*press theory has been popularized and elucidated in Pace and 
Stem's (1958) prize-winning and nldely cited article and in Stem's 
(1970) coaprehensive book. 

Although the work dc?'*rib^ in this paper clearly has so&e historical 
antecedents in the work of Leiiin, Hurray, and others, earlier writinss 
neiUu. focus sharply on educational settings nor provide ea^irical 
eviden £ to support linkages between climate and educational outcomes. 
Moreover, tn<2 epic work of Pace and Stem (1958), although involving high 
inference measures of educational environments, focused on higher 
education institutions rather than high/elementary schools and assessed 
the environment of the whole college rather than the envltonment of 
specific classrooms. Consequently, this monograph's focus on the 
previous two decades of research on perceived classroom environment is 
distinctive. 

School-Level vs. Classroom-Level Environment 

Various writers have found it useful to distinguish classroom or 
classroom-level environment from school or school-level environiaent, 
which involves psychosocial aspects of the climate of whole schools 
(Anderson, 1982; Fraser & Rentoul^ 1982; Genn, 1984). Nevertheless, 
despite their simultaneous development and logical linkages, the fields 
of classroom- level and school-level environment have t*emained remarkably 
independent. Consequently, it xs coinmon for workers in one field to have 
little cogni.iance of the other field and for different theoretical and 
conceptual foundations to be used to underpin the two areas. Although 
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th% focus of the present paper is prinarily upon classroos-level 
•nvironaent, it also is aclmowledged that it would be desirable to break 
away from the existing tradition of independence of the two fields of 
school and classroom environment and for there to be a confluence of the 
two areas. 

A comnon %ray of viewins school environment is to consider it as 
something distinc*- from and more global than classroom environment. For 
example, whereas classroom climate might involve relationships between 
the teacher and his/her students or among students* school climate might 
involve relationships betiireen teachers and their teaching colleagues, 
head of department, and school principal. Similarly, while classroom 
environment is usually measured in terms of either stcdent or teachor 
perceptions, school environment is usually (but not exclusively) assessed 
in terms of teacher perceptions. 

School climate research owes much in theory, instrumentation, and 
methodology to earlier vurk on organizational climate in busii.^ss 
contexts (Anderson, 1982). This point is clearly illustrated by the fact 
that two widely used instruments in school environment research, namely. 
Help in and Croft's (1963) Organizational climate Description 
Questionnaire (OCDQ) and stem's (1970) Collene characteristic > Index 
(CCD , relied heavily on previous: work in business organizations. 
Consequently, one feature of school*level environment work which 
dis^.ingulshes it from classroom-level environment research is that the 
former has tended to be associated with the field of educational 
administration and to rest on the assumption that schools can be viewed 
as formal organizations (Thomas, 1976). Another distinguishing feature 
is that, whereas classroom-level research has been concentrated on 



secondary and primary schools rather than in higher education, a sizable 
proportion of school-level environnent research has involved the clinat* 
of higher education institutions. 



Level of Analysis: Private and Consensual Press 

Murray 5 distinction between alpha press (the environment a^ observed 
by an external observer) and beta press (the environment as perceived by 
milieu inhabitants) has been extended by Stem, stein, and Bloom (1956) 
who distinguish between the idiosyncratic view that each person has of 
the environment (private beta press) and the shared view that membors of 
a group hold about the environment ( consensual beta press). Private and 
consensual beta press could differ from each other, and both could differ 
from the detached view of alpha press of a trained nonparticipant 
observer. In designing classroom f^nvironment studies, researchers must 
decide whether their analyses will involve the perception scores obtained 
from individual students (private pretffi) or whether these will be 
combined to obtain the average of the environment scores of all students 
within the same class (consensual press). 

A growing body of literature acknowledges the importance and 
consequences of the choice of level or unit of statistical analysis and 
considers the hierarchical analysis and multilevel analysis of data 
(Cronbach & Webb, 1975; Cronbach, 1976; Cronbach & Snow, 1977; Burstein, 
1978; Burstein, Linn & Capell, 1978; Lincoln & Zeitz, 1980; Como, Hitman 
& Hedges, 1981; Larkin & Kesves, 1984; Goldstein, 1986; von Saldem, 
1986). The choice of unit of analysis is of key iutporfcance for a number 
of reasons. First, measures having the same operational definition can 
Q different substantive interpretations with different levels of 
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hass^^Sation. Second, ii is possible that relationships obtained using 
lone unit of analysis could differ in magnitude and even in sign froa 

^ relationships obtained using another unit (Robinson, 1950). Third, the 

I 

I use of certain units of analysis (e.g., individuals t^iien classes are the 
I primary sampling units) violates the requirement of independence of 
k observations and calls into question the results of any statistical 

I significance tests because an unjustifiably small estimate of the 

t- 

^ sampling error is used (Peckham, Glass & Hopkins, 1969; Ross, 1978). One 

I 

I solution to this dilemma followed in recent research (Ross, 1978) is to 
use the individual as the unit of analysis but to employ the Jack-knife 

b 

I technique (Hosteller & Tukey, 1977) to adjust significance levels to 

i 

I allow for nonlndependence of observations. Fourth, the use of different 

ft 

I units of analysis involves the testing of conceptually different 

I' 

^ hypotheses (Cronbach, 1976; Bursteir, Linn & Capell, 1978). 

t 

I For example, in a study of the effects of classroom environment on some 
I student outcome measure, use of the individual as the unit of analysis 
I (i.e., a between-student analysis) involves substantive questions about 
I the relationship between individuals* outcomes and their environment 
I scores when class membership is disregarded. Use of the deviation of a 
I; student's score from the class mean as the unit of analysis (i.e., a 
f pooled within-class analysis) involves substantive questions about 
I whether the amount by which a student's classroom environment score 
h differs from chat of his or her classmates is related to how much his/her 
P outcome performance differs from the class mean. U?e of the class mean 
as the unit of analysis (i.e., a between-class analysis) asks whether the 
relationship between class means on the outcome measure varies with the 
^ average environment, perceptions of the students within a class. 

o 
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Although the unit of analysis problem has received considerable ^ 
attention in the context of testing hypotheses using already develop^^ 1 
classroom environment instruments, Sirctnik (1980) considers it ironic> | 
that concerns about analytic units have been virtually nonexistent at th«i 4: 
stage of developing and empirically investigating the dimensionality of. * 
new instruments. Because of the central importance of the unit of- \ 
analysis probleir in classroom environment research, subsequent sections 
of this paper provide recurrent attention to this problem, i^or example, , 
separate validation information for the individual and the class as th« 
unit of analysis is reported, and the research reviews consider the level 
of statistical analysis used in different studies. 

iNSTRUMEliTS FOR ASSESSING CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT 

This section clarifies the background and nature of several instruments 
commonly used in prior research in science education to assess * 
perceptions of classroom learning environment. The instruments 
considered are the Learning. Environment Inventory (LSI) . Clabsrooa 
Environment Scale (CES) . Individualized classroom Environment ' 
Questionn aire (ICEQ) . My Class Inventory (HCl) . College and University ' 
Classroom Environment Inventory (COCEI) . and Science Laboratory 
Environment Inventor y iSLEI) . Each instrument is suitable for convenient \ 
group administration, can be scored either by hand or computer, and hat 
been shovm to be reliable in extensive field trials. Each of these 
instruments is considered in a separate subsection below. In addition^ 
separate subsections are devoted to preferred forms of scales, some 
economical short forms of the iCEg, OES, and MCI, hand scoring procedure*, 
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and scale validation. 

Table 1 shows tho name of each scale contained in the LKl, CES, XCEQ, 
MCI, CUCei, and SLHI. The table summarizes the level (elementary, 
secondary, higher education) for which each instrument is suited, the 
numj)er of items contained in each scale, and the classification of each 
scale according to Hoos's (1974) scheme for classifying human 
environments. Moos*s three basic types of dimension are Relationship 
Pi men? Ions (which identify the nature and intensity of personal 
relationships within the environment and assess the extent to which 
people are involved in the environment and support and help each other), 
Ferson&l Development Dimensions (which assess basic directions along 
which personal growth and self-enhancement tend to occur) , and System 
Maintenance and System Change Dimensions (which involve the extent to 
which the environment is orderly, clear in expectations, maintains 
control, and is responsive to change). 

Learning Environment Inventory (LEI ) 

The initial development and validation of a preliminary version of the 
L£l began in the late 1960s in conjunction with the evaluation ^d 
research related to Harvard Project Physics (Anderson & Walberg, 1974; 
Eraser, Anderson & Walberg, 1982). The L£l is a 15-scaIe expansion and 
improvement of the Classroom Climate Questionnaire . In selecting the 15 
climate dimensions, an attempt was made to include as jcales only 
concepts previously identified as good predictors of learning, concepts 
considered relevant to social psychological theory and research, concepts 
similar to those found useful m theory and research in education, or 
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TABLE 1 

Overview of Scales Contained 1n"F)ve CUssrooii Envlronwnt Instrmnts 
(LEI, CES, ICEQ, HCI, and CUCEI) 



Scales classified According to noos's Scheme 



items Relationship 
(nstruaent level Per dimensions 

Scale 



Personal 
development 
dimensions 



System . 
maintenance 

& change 
dimensions 



Learning 
Environment 
Inventory 
(LEI) 



Secondary 



Cohesiveness 

Friction 

Favoritism 

Cliqueness 

Satisfaction 

Apathy 



Speed 

Difficulty 
Conpetitiveness 



Diversity 
Formality 
Material 

Environment 
Goal Direction 
Disorganization 
Democracy 



Classroom 
Environment 
Scale 
(CES) 



Secondary ID 



rnvolvement 
Affiliation 
Teacher 
Support 



Task Orientation 
Conpetition 



Order I 

Organization 
Rule Clarity* 
Teacher Contrci 
Innovation 



Individualize 

Classroom 

Envir:r.i«nt 

?uestionnaire 
ICEQ) 



Secondary 10 



Personalization independence Differentiation 
Participation investigation 



ny Class 

Inventory 

(MCI) 



El^ntary 6-9 



Cohesiveness 

Friction 

Satisfaction 



Difficulty 
Ccmpetitiveoess 



Col lege and 

University 

Classroom 

Environment 

Inventory 

(CUCbl) 



Higher 
Education 



Personalization 

Involvement 

Student 

Cohesiveness 
Satisfaction 



Idsk Orientation 



Innovation 
Individualization 



Science Senior 

Laboratory Secondary* 

Environment Higher 

Inventory Education 
(SLED 



Teacher open-^ndedness organization 

Supportiveness integration Kuie Clarity 

Involvement Material 

SJtudent Environment 
Cohesiveness 
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concepts Intuitively judged relevant to the social psychology of the 
classroom. ' - ^ 

The name of oach of the 15 LEI scales is listed in table 1 and each hat 
a common-sense raear.ins. The final version of the LKI contains a total, of 
105 statements (or seven per scale) descriptive of typical school 
classes. The respondent expresses degree of agreement .or disagreement 
with each statement on a four-point scale with response alternatives of 
Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, and strongly Agree. The scoring 
direction (or polarity) is reversed for some items. A typical item 
contained in the Cohesiveness scale is: "All students know each other 
very well." An item from the Speed scale is: "The pace of the class it 
rushed.** 



Classroom Environment Scale (CES ) 

The CES was developed by Rudolf Moos at Stanford University (Trickett & 
Moos, 1973; Fisher & Fracer, 1983c; Moos & Trickett, 1984, 1987) and grew 
out of a comprehensive program of research involving perceptual measures 
of a variety of human environments including psychiatric hospitals, 
prisons, university residences, and work milieus (Moos, 1974). The 
original version of the CES consisted of 242 items representing 13 
conceptual dimensions. Following trials of the. items in^ 22 classrooms 
and subsequent items analysis, the number of items was reduced to 208.. 
This item pool was administered in 45 classrooms and r-odifled to form the 
final 90-item version of the CES. These items were evaluated 
statistically according to whether they discriminated significantly 
between the perceptions of students in different classrooms and whether 
they correlated highly with their scale scores. 



Moos and Trickett*8 (1974, 1987) final published version of the CBS 
contains nine scales with 1" items of True-False response format .in each 
scale. Pubxished materials include a ^.est manual, a questionnaire , an 
answer sheet, and a transparent hand sccrins key. Typical Items in the 
CES are: *'The teacher takes a personal interest In the students** 
(Teacher Support) and "There is a clear set of rules for students to 
follow" (Kulo Clarity). * 

Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire (ICKO ) 

The ICEQ differs from other classroom environment suales in that it 
assesses those dimensions (e.g.. Personalization, Participation) which 
distinguish individualized classrooms from conventional ones. The initial 
development of the long form ICEQ (Rentcul & Fraser, 1979) was guided by 
several criteria. First, dimensions chosen characteirizod the classroom 
learning environment described in individualized curriculum materials and 
in the literature of individualized education, including open and 
inquiry^based classrooms. Second, extensive interviewing of teachers and 
secondary school students ensured that the ICEQ*s dimensions and 
individual items were considered salient by teachers and students. 
Third, items were written and subsequently nvjdified after receiving 
reactions sought from selected experts, teachers, and junior high school 
students. Fourth, data collected during field testing were subjected to 
item analyses in order to identify items whose removal would enhance 
scale statistics. 

The final published version of the ICEQ (Fraser, 1989a) contains 50 
items altogether, with an equal number of items belonging to each of the 
five scales. Each item is responded to on a five-point scale v^'ith the 
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iltftrnatives of Almost; Never, Seldom, Sometimes, often, and Very often. 

The scorins direction is reversed for many of the itrms. Typical items 
\ are; "The teacher considers students' feelings" (Personalization) and 
\ "Different students use different books, equipment, and matarials" 

(Differentiation). The published form of the ICBQ consists of a handbook 
|: and test master sets from which unlimited number of copies of the 

questionnaires and response sheets can be made. 



l Hy class Inventory (HCI ) 

I The r.EX has been simplified to form the MCI which is suitable for 
I children in the 8-to-12 years age range (Fisher & Fraser, 1981; Fraser, 

i 

I Anderson & Walberg, 1982; Fraser & O'Brien, 1985). Although the MCI was 
I developed originally for use at the elementary school level, it also has 

\ been found to be very useful with students in the junior high school,/ 

i 

I especially those who might experience reading difficulties with the LEI. 

I 

^ The MCI differs from the LEI in four important ways. First, in order to 

I minimize fatigue among younger children, the MCI contains only five of 

^' 

f the LEI'S original 15 scales. Second, item wording has been simplified 

I' 

i to enhance readability. Third, the LBI*s four-point response format has 

I been reduced to a two-point (Yes-Mo) response format in the MCI. Fourth, 

k 

^ students answer on the questionn£*ire itself instead of on a ueparate 

i 

^ response sheet to avoid errors in transferring responses from one place 

ic 

I to another. 

I 

^ The final form of '^e MCI contains 38 items altogether (six for 
I Cohesiveness, eifht for Friction, eight for Difficulty, nine for 
t Satisfaction, and seven for Competitiveness). Typical items contained in 

I the MCI are: "Children are always fighting with each other" (Friction) 

I 
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and "Childrftn sbw to like the clast** (Satisfaction), it can be lean 
that the reading level of these MCI items is well suited to students at 
the elementary school level. 

College and University Classroom Environnsent Inventory (CUCKI ^ 

Although some notable prior work has focused op the institutional-level 
or school-level environment in colleges and universities (e.g., Pace & 
Stem, 1958; Halpin & Croft, 1963; Stem, 1970), surprisingly little work 
has been done in higher education classrooms which is parallel to the 
traditions of classroom environment research at the secondary ;2ind 
elementary school levels. As one likely explanation for this shortage ir 
simply the unavailability of a suitable, instrument, the CUCBI was 
developed to fill this vols!. The CUCBI is intended for use in small 
classes (say up to 30 students) sometimes referred to as seminars; it ic 
not suited to lectures or laboratory classes (Frasai^ & Treagust, 1986; 
Fraser, Treagu.a & Dennis, 1986). 

The initial development of the CUCBI involved examining the scales and 
items in the LBI, CES, and ICBQ to identify concepts and ideas relevant 
to higher education settings. An initial pool of items was developed and^ 
then modifie<S, first after subjecting items to the scrutiny of colleagues 
and then after performing item analyses on data collected during field 
trials. The final form of the CUCBI contains seven seven-item scales. 
Bach item has four responses (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, strongly 
Disagree) and polarity is reversed for approximately half of the items. 
Typical items are: "Activities in this class are clearly and carefully, 
planned" (Task Orientation) and "Teaching approaches allow students to 
proceed at their own pace" (Individualization). 
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Sciance Laboratory Enviromnent Inventory (SLED 

I Bacause of the critical importance and uniqueness of laboratory 

f 

I tettinss in science education, a new instrument specifically suited to 
^assessing the environment of science laboratory classes at the senior 
high school or higher education levels recently was developed in 
collaboration with colleagues from various countries. This new 
(questionnaire, the SLEI, has the eight seven-itea scales listen** in Table 
ft and the five response alternatives are Almost Never, Seldom, Sometimes, 
Often, and Very Often. A noteworthy feature of the validation pro'^.edures 
^ employed is that the SLEI is being field tested simultaneously in six 
^: countries (the USA, Canada, England, Israel, Australia, and Nigeria) in 
I order to furnish comprehensive information about the instrument's 
I cross-national validity and usefulness. 

I 

I rraf erred Forms of scales 

y 

iA disticctive feature of most of the instruments in Table 1 i6 that 
they have, not only a form to measure perceptions of actual classroom 

.r 

I environment, but also another form to measure perceptions of preferred 

I 

I classroom environment. The preferred (or ideal) forms are concerned with 

I goals and value orientations and measure perceptions of the classroom 

^ environment ideally liked or preferred. Although item wording is 

i identical or similar for actual and preferred forms, different 

^ instructions for answering each are used. Having different actual and 

I prp^^Ltwi forms has enabled these instruments to be used for the range of 

I 

^ new research applications which are discussed later in this publication. 

i Although the LEI and MCI originally were designed only to measure actual 

t 

^ environment, Fraser and Deer (1983) and Fraser and O'Brien (1985) have 

I 

i W 19 

\ mc 26-. 



1 

usftd u preferred Tom of the MCI successfully with elenentary school 

classes. 

Short Forms of ICEQ. HCI. and CSS 

Despite the fact that the long forms of classroom environasmt 
instruments have been used successfully for a variety of purposes , som 
researchers have expressed a preference for a more rapid* and economical' '| 

3 

instrument. Similarly some tea';her8 :!«;ing these scales for locali ^ 
school-based applications have reported that they would like instruments 
to take less time to administer and score. Consequently, short forms cf ^ 
the ICEQ, MCI, end CES wore developed (Fraser, 1982a; Praser ^ Fisher^ 
1983b) to satisfy three main criteria. First, the total number of itei» J 
in each instrument was reduced to approximately 25 to provide greeter^ 
economy in testing and scoring time. Second, the short forms were 
designed lo be amenable to easy hand scoring. Third, although most 
existing classroom environment instruments were developed to provide ^ 
adequate reliability for the assessment of the perceptions of individuel Ol 
students, the majority of applications involve averaging the perceptions^ 
of students within a class to obtain class means. Consequentlif, it was 
decided that the short forms would be developed to have adequate 
reliability f ,c uses involving the assessment of class means. The use of 
the long form of these instrjmonts, however, is still reconanended for 
applications involvin^^ the individual student as the unit of analysis. ' 

The oovolopraent of the short forms was based largely on the results of 
several item analyses performed on data obtained by administering the 
long form of each instrument to a large sample of science students. In 
particular, the internal consistency of each scale was maximized by 
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selecting items with large itca-renainder correlat'.ons (1.©., 
correlations between item score and total score on the rest of the 
scale), and discriminant validity was enhanced by including an itea only 
if the correlation with its a p9U9i assigned scale uas smaller than 
the correlation with any other Items in the battery. In addition to 
these statistical criteria, the development of the short forms was based 
on logical considerations including face validity and an attes^t to 
achieve a balance of items with positive and negative scoring directions 
(both within each scale and within each instrument as a whole?, 
nevertheless, because the long forms of some scales have an imbalance in 
the number of items with positive and negative polarity, this imbalance 
tended to be maintained in the short forms of these scales. 

The application of the above criteria led to the development of short 
forms of the ICEQ and the KCI each consisting of 25 items divided equally 
among the five scales comprising the long form of each instrui^ent. 
Because the long form of the CBS consisted of 90 items, this was reduced 
considerably to £orm a short versFoh vith 2A.^tems divided equally among 
six of the original nine scales. Furthermore, the development of ^jig^ 
short fo^ was guided by the fact that Trickett and Moos (1973) 
previously had recocimended a short four- item version of each of the CES's 
nine scales. In fact, the present short form consists of five scales 
which are identical to those recommended by Trickett and Moos (namely. 
Involvement, Affiliation, Teacher Support, Order and Organization, and 
Rule Clarity) and a sixth scale (namely. Task Orientation) which contains 
two out of the four items reconsnended. 

In order to clarify the nature of the short forms, a copy of the actual 
short form of the HCI is shown in Appendix A. Unlxke the long form, the 
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short form of the MCI does not need to make use ot -a separate answer 
sheet because all items and space for responding 'fit on a single page. 

Hand Scoring Procedures 

Appendix A illustrates typical hand scoring procclures for one: 
classroom environment instrument, namely, the short form of the MCI.^ 
First, inclusion of the letter R in the Teacher Use Only coluiwi 
identifies those items which need to be scored in the reverse direction. 
Second, items are arranged in blocks and in cyclic order so that all 
items from the same scale are found in the same position in each block. 
For example, the first item in each block of five items in the MCt 
belongs to the Satisfaction scale (see Appendix A). Items in Appendix A 
without the letter R are scored by allocating a score of 3 for the. 
response Yes and 1 for the response Ho. Underlined items with the letter 
R are scored in the reverse manner. Omitted or invalidly answered items 
are scored 2. 

To obtain scale totals, the five item scores for each scale are added. 
The first, second, third, fourth, and fifth items in each block of five, 
respectively, measures Satisfaction, Friction, Competitiveness, 
Difficulty, and Cohesiveness , For example, the total Satisfaction score 
is obtained by adding scores for items 1, 6, 11, 16, and 21. Scale 
totals can be written in the spaces provided at the bottom of the 
questionnaire Appendix A illustrates how these scoring procedures were 
used to obtain a total of 10 for the Satisfaction scale and a total of 12 
for the Cohesiveness scale. 
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V«lid»bion of Scales 

This subsechion reports typical validation data for so.sa classroom 

environment scales. Table 2 provides a suamary i^f a limited ai&ount of 

statistical infonoation for the five instrtunents (the LSI, CES» ICKQ, 

MCI, and CUCEX) considered previously. (Con^rehensive validatibn 

inforouition was not yet available for the recently-developed SLEI at the 

time of writing this monograph.) Attention is restricted to the student 

actual form and to t'A use of the individual student as the unit of 

analysis. Table 2 provides information about each scale's internal 

consistency reliability (alpha coefficient) and discriminant validity 

(using the mean correlation of a scale with the other scales in the same 

instrument as a convenient index), and the ability to differentiate 

between the perceptions of students in different classrooms (significance 
2 

level arid eta statistic from AHOVAs) . Statistics are based on 1,048 
students fcr the LEI, except for discriminant validity data which are 
based on 149 class means (Fraser, Anderson St Walberg* 1982), 1,083 
students for the CES (Fisher a Fraser, 1983c), 1,849 students for the 
ICEQ (Fraser, 1989a), 2,035 students for the HCI (Fisher & Fraser, 1981), 
and 372 students for the CUCBI (Fraser & freagust, 1986). Generally the 
data reported in Table 2 suggest that the actual form of each scale of 
each instrument has adequate internal consistency reliability and 
•discriminant validity (although each instrument appears to assess 
somewhat overlapping aspects) and has the ability to differentiate 
between classrooms (although no data are available for the LEI for this 
characteristic) . 
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TA3LE 2. Internal Consistency (Alph* ReliabijUy), Discriminant Validity (New 

correlation of a ^1e with Other Sca1es)» and ANOVA RtsuUs^for class n«rt>er$hip 
Differences (Eta^ Statistic and Significance Level) for Student Actual Form of 
Five Instruments Using Individual as Unit of Aoalyus 



Scale 



Sules 



Alpha 
Rel. 



Mean ANOVA 

Correl. Results 

with , 

aiher Eta2 
Scales 



Scale Alpha Mean AMOVA;^ 

Ret. corrtl.vRtsultf^ :\ 
with 1-^/.^ 
Other EU2 . 



Learning Environment Inventory 



Cohesiveness 
Diversity 
Formality 
Speed 

natrrial Environ 

Friction 

Goal Direction 

Favoriv^im 

Difficult; 

Apathy 

Detaocracy 

Cliqueness 

Satisfaction 

Disorganization 

Conpetitiveness 





(N » 


1048 


149 


Students) 


classes) 


0.69 


0.14 


0.54 


0.16 


0.76 


0.18 


0.70 


0.17 


t 0.S6 


0.24 


0.72 


0.36 


0.85 


0.37 


0.78 


0.32 


0.64 


0.16 


0.82 


0.39 


0.67 


0.34 


0.65 


0.33 


0.79 


0.39 


0.82 


0.40 


0.78 


0.08 



Individualized Classroom Enviironment 
Questionnaire 



» 1,849 students) 



Personalization 

Participation 

Independence 

In>'estigation 

Differentiation 



0.79 
0.70 
0.68 
0.71 
0.76 



Hy class Inventory 
(N « 2,305 students) 



Cohesiveness 

Friction 

Difficulty 

Satisfaction 

Competitiveness 



0.67 
0.67 
D.62 
0.78 
0.71 



0.28 
D.27 
0.07 
0.21 
0.10 



0.20 
0.26 
0.14 
0.23 
0.10 



0.31* 
0;21* 
0.30* 
0.20* 
0.43* 



21* 
31* 
It* 
30» 
19* 



Involvement 
Affiliation 
Teacher Support 
Task Orientation 
Competition 
Order & Organization 
Rule Clarity 
Teacher Control 
Innovation 









Environment Inventory 










1.083 students) 












(N * 372 students) 








0.70 


0.40 


0.29* 










0.60 


0.24 


0.21* 


Personalization 


0.75 




0.35* 


0.72 


0.29 


0.34* 


Involvement 


0.70 


0.47 


0.40* 


0.58 


0.23 


0.25* 


Student Cohesive js 


0.90 


0.45 


0.47* ; 


0.51 


0.09 


0.18* 


Satisfaction 


0.88 


0.45 


0.32* ; 


0.75 


0.29 


0.43* 


Task Orientation 


0.75 


0.36' 


0.43* I 


0.63 


0.29 


0.21* 


Innovation 


0.81 


0.46 


0.41* ' 


0.60 


0.16 


0.27* 


Individualization 


0.78 


0.34 


0.46* ) 


0.52 


0.19 


0.26* 











' p<0.01 
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Table 3 illustrates the reporting of more comprehensive validation 
Information for one instrument, namely, the ICEQ. This table 
incorporates reliability and discriminant validity data separately for 
students and teachers, separately for actual and preferred forms, and 
separately using the individual and class mean as the unit of analysis 
for the student statistics. The sample consists of 1,849 students in 150 
junior high school classes in Australia for the student actual form, 
1,858 students in the same 150 classes for the preferred form, 90 
teachers of some of the same classes for the teacher actual form, and 34 
teachers of some of the same classes for the student preforred form. 
Overall Table 3 suggests that the ICEQ displays adequate internal 
consistency reliability and discriminant validity for use with students 
or teachers, in its actual or preferred form, and using either the 
individual student or the class mean as the unit of analysis. 



RESEARCH INVOLVXHC CLASSROOM ENVIRONMEHT INSTRUMENTS 



In order to illustrate the range of possible uses of classroom 
environment scales, past studies which have employed various instruments 
are briefly reviewed in this section. The three types of research 
considered involved (a) associations between student outcomes and 
classroom environment, (b) use of classroom environi^ent dimensions as 
criterion variables (including curriculum evaluation studies and 
investigations of differences between students' and teachers* perceptions 
of the same classrooms), and (c) investigations of whether students 
achieve better when in their preferred environments. 



TABUC 3. Iat«m«l ContltUney (AlpU Itllabllity) mni olterUintiit ValUlty (Mm Comlttloo of • SeaU with Othtr four 

^ ScAlM) for* TMO UrIU of AMlytla for iCiQ 



AlplM Bol'i^lllty 

Unit of ^_ 

ScoU AciAlyolo 

Stu4oAt StuCtot TomW Toochor 

•ctuol ^rof. octuol fro^* 

<B^.U4f (1I«185S <M»90) ithU) 
4 ISO)* ft ISO)* 



Moon CorrolatlMi idtti Othor Scaled 



«t M i4 o »t •tii4Mt TooclMr ToocWr 
•cUmI .frof; octuol fvt, 

4 150)« 4 150)« 



PimooalUatloQ 


lodlvlAJul 


^.79 


0.74 


0.7f 


0.74 


0.24 


0.31 


0^32 


0.24 




Claaa 


0.90 


0.14 






0.31 


0.35 






Participation 


iM^vldual 


0.10 


0.(7 


0.7* 


0.42 


0.27 


0.24 


0.34 


0.34 




Claaa 


o.to 


0.7S 






0.32 


0.32 






lodapandanco 


Iii4WI4ual 


0.40 


0.70 


O.tJ 


0.44 . 


0.07 


0.12 


0.23 


0.25 




Claaa 


O.li 


0.7* 






O.U 


O.U 






Xnvoatliatloo 


lodlvlAial 


o.n 


0.75 


O.to 


0.40 


0.21 


0.27 


0.34 


0.33 




Claaa 


0.71 


o.ts 






0.24 


0.31 






DlfforantlatloA 


Individual 


0.74 


0.75 


0.45 


0.41 


0.10 


0.14 


0.24 


0.14 




Claaa 


o.n 


0.92 






0.14 


0.24 







* Tbo aaaplo alxaa thown aro tha nunbar of individual, atudanta and elaaaaa. rotpactivaly. 
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Associations Between Student Outcomes and Classroom ^wironrntnt 

The strongest tradition in past classroom environment research has 
involved Investigation of associations between students* cognitive and 
affective learning outcomes e their perceptions of psychosocial 
characteristics of their classrooms (Kaerteli Walberg & Haerteli 1981). 
Numerous research programs have shown that student perceptions accoi'tnt 
for appreciable amounts of variance in learning outcomes • often beyond 
that attributable to background student characteristics. The practical 
implication from this research is that student outcomes might bo improved 
by creating classroom environments found empirically to be couducive to 
learning. 

Table 4 provides a broad overview of the comprehensive set. of past 
studieii In which the effects of classroom environment on science student 
outcomes were investigated. The only studies included in this table are 
ones whose sample consisted wholly or partly of science classes at the 
secondary or higher education levels, or of elementary sct.ool classes in 
which students take all their subjects including science with the same 
teacher and in the same room. Table 4 excludes studies which involved 
non>science subject areas such as mathematics (O'Reilly, 1975) and social 
studies (Cort, 1979; Fraser, Pearse & Azmi, 1982). Studies are grouped 
according to whether they involved use of the LSI, CSS, ICBQ, MCI, or 
other instruments. Also research in developing countries is grouped 
together This table shows that studies of associations between outcome 
measures and classroom environment perceptions have involved a variety of 
cognitive and affective outcome measures, a variety of classroom 
environment instruments^ and a variety of samples (ranging across 
numerous countries and grade levels). 
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The findings from prior research are highlighted in the results of an 
ambUious meta-analysis involving 734 correlations from a collection of 
12 studies of 10 data sets from 823 classes in eight subject areas 
containing 17.805 students in four nations (Haertel, Walberg & Haerttl, 
1981) . Learning posttest scores and regression-adjusted gains were found 
to be consistently and strongly associated with cognitive and affectiv* 
learning outcomes, although correlations were generally higher in sanplat; 
of older students and in studies employing collectivities such as classei 
and schools (in contrast to individual students) as the units of 
statistical analysis. In particular, better achievement on a variety of 
outcome measures was consistently found in classes perceived as having 
greater cohesiveness. Satisfaction, and Goal Direction, and less 
Disorganization and Friction. 

Fisher and Fraser's (1983t; study reported in Table 5 illustrates some 
of the methodological complexity involved in rigorous studies of the 
effects of classroom environment on student outcomes. This study used 
the data base from the sample of science classes in Tasmania. it 
co.isisted of a representative group of 116 Grade 8 and 9 classes, each 
with a different teacher, in 33 different schools. Approximately equal 
numbers of schools were in country and suburban areas » and approximately 
equal numbers of boys and girls made up the saiuple. Although the sample 
was not randomly chosen, it was carefully selected to be as 
representative as possible of the population of schools. 

Three cognitive and six affective measures were administered both at 
the beginning and end of the same school year, while classroom 
environment was assessed by administering the CES at mid-year. The three 
cognitive outcomes were measured by the Test of Enquiry Skills (Praser, 

o 34 
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TABU 4. Studies of Associations Between Student Outcomes and Classroom ^Invironment 



btudy 



Outcome Measures 



Sample 



Studies InvolvinQ LCl 

Anderson & Walberg (1968): 

I UalberQ & Anderson (1968a); 
f Anderson (1970); 

Halberg (1969b, c, 1972) 



Ualberg & Anderson (1972) 



Lawrenz (1976) 



f Fraser (1978, 1979a) 

I 

I power A Tisher (1975, 

I 1979) 



1^ Nofstein et al. (1979) 



t Haladyna, 01 sen & 
f} Shaugnnessy (1982); 
i Haladyna. Shaughnessy & 
Redsun (i982a, b); 



Selected from: achievement; 
understanding of nature of 
science; science processes; 
participation in physics 
activities; science 
interest; attitudes 

Examination results 



bcience attitudes 



Inquiry skills; attitudes; 
understanding of nature 
of science 

Achievement; attitudes; 
satisfaction 



Attitudes 



Attitudes 



f Haladyna, Shaughnessy & 
Shaugnnessy (1983) 



Various samples (maximuM 
cf 144 classes) of senior 
high school physics 
students mainly in USA, 
but with seme In Canada 



1,600 Grade lo and 11 
students in various 
subject areas in 64 
classes in Montreal, 
Canada 

238 senior high school 
science classes in midwest 
USA 

531 students in 20 Grade 
7 science classes in 
Melbourne, Australia 

315 Junior high school 
students in 20 science 
classes in Melbourne, 
Australia 

400 Grade U students in 
12 chemistry classes in 
Israel 

5,804 science, mathematics 
and social studies 
students in 277 Grade 4, 7 
and 9 classes in Oregon, 
USA 



^ Studies Involving CES 

I Irickctt & Moos (1974) 

I 

^ Moos & Moos (1978) 

% 

h Moos (1979a) 

^ 

I Fisher & Fraser (1983b) 

\ (See study reported in 

I detail in this monograph) 

I Calluzi et al. (1980) 

I Hurphrey (in press) 

I Keyser & Barling (1981) 



Satisfaction and m)od 
criteria 

Absences; 
grades 

Indexes of student reactions 



Inquiry skills; 
attitudes 



Psychological outcomes 
Self-control 



Academic self-efficacy 
beliefs 



608 students in 18 classes 
in USA 

19 high school classes in 
one school in USA 

241 secondary school 
classes in various 
subject areas 

116 Grade 8 and 9 science 
classes throughout 
Tasmania, Austral is 

4H Grade I' students in 
USA 

750 Grade 4 and 5 children 
in 3b classes in USA 

504 Grade 6 /:hildren in 
South Africa 
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TABLE 4 (Continues*/ 



Study 



Outcome Measures 



SMple 



$tw»>$ Involving ICR) 
Rentoul & Fraser (1980) 



UUrstra (1984) 
Uierstra et a1. (1987) 



Fraser« Nash & 
Fisher (1983) 

Fraser & Fisher (1982b> 



Studi»$Jnv67vinQ HCI 
Fraser K Fisher (1982<%, 



Payne et a1. (1974-75); 
EUett et a1. (1977): 
Ehett &Ua1berg (1979) 

Fraser & O'Brien (1985) 



Uwrenz (1988) 



Inquiry skills; 
enjoyment 



Attitudes; 
achievefnent 

Attitudes; 
achievement 



Fraser (1981c); Fraser Attitudes 
& Butts (1982) 



Anxifity 



Inquiry skills; 
attitudes 



c) inquiry s'^ills; 

understaiidino of nature of 
science; attitudes 

Achievownt; 
school J t tendance 



Word knowledge; 
comprehension 

Eneroy Knowledge; two energy 
attitude scales 



Studies Involving Oth^r Instru^nts 
Kelly (1980) 



Achievenent 



Johnson et a1. (1981); 
Johnson et aK (1984); 
Slavin (1983a, b) 



Fraser & Treagust 
(1986) 



Talton (1983) 



Different studies included: 
achievement; cross-ethnic 
relationships; 

cross-hanlicap relationshipi 
Satisfaction; locus of control 



Attiluue; 
achievement 



28S Junior hioh school 
students in 15 science and 
social science classes in 
Sydney, Australia 

398 15-16 ytar-old students in 
9 classes In the father landsc ^. 

1,105 secondary school students 
in 66 classes involved in Outdi 
option of Second IntematioMi 
Science Study : 

naximum oy\ 712 students in 
30 Junior high schr;3l 
science classes in Syciney^ <: 
Australia 

116 Grade 8 and 9 science 
classes throughout TasiMnia« 
Australia , c 

116 Grade 8 and 9 science 
classes throughout Tasmania, ^ 
Austral ia 



2,30S Grade 7 science 
students in 100 classes In 
Tasmania, At^ttralia 

5.)51 Grade 4 'students in 
89 schools in Borgia, USA 



758 Grade 3 students in 32 
classes in Sydney* Austral far 

Approximitely 1,000 Grade 4 
and 7 students in 34 cUsses 
in Arizona, USA :^ 



41,6S7 students in 1«;35 
schools in 14 developed 
countries involved'.^n an 
lEA science study/ 

various samples involvtd 
in studies of cooperative 
learning strategies In various 
subjects, especially in USA . 

372 higher educ^ition 
students in 34 classes in 
various subject areas 

1,4S6 Grade 10 biology 
students in 70 classes in 
4 schools in North Carolina 
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TABLE 4 (Continued) 



Study 



Outcome neasures 



SMpIt 



Ptrkins (1978) 



Brookover S- Schneider 
t (1975); Crookover et al. 
(1978, 1979) 

(^rdner (1974, 1976) 



Basic skills 



Achievement 



Attitudes 



Payne et al. (1974-75): Achievement 
Ellett & Ualbers (1979) 



Mjbb«lset al. (1988) AvMevement; attitudes 



3.703 Grade 4.$tudtnt$ in 
42 tleiMnUry schools in a 
3E sUtt in USA 

8f.078 Grade 4 and 5 
students in Hichiflan, USA 

1,014 Cradt 11 physics 
students in 58 classses in 
nelboume, Australia 

3,350 tliMntary and 3,613 
t^condary students in various 
sutjKt areas and 1,200 
teachers in Georgia^ USA 

1,105 secondary school students 
in 66 classes Involved in Dutch 
option of Second international 
Science Study 



Studies in Developing Countries 



Ualberg. Singh & 
Rasher (1977) 



Paige (1978, 1979) 

Holsin9er (1972, 1973) 
Persaud (1976) 

Chatiyanonda (1978) 



Achievenxnt 



Schil>ecir Rideng & Fraser Attitudes 
(1987) 



Achievement; 
individual aiodemity 



Informition learning; 
individual modernity 

Noncognitive outcomes 
including social 
development and aspiration 
levels 

Attitudes 



3,000 Grade 10 science and 
social science students in 
ISO classes in Rajasthan, 

IndU 

250 Grade 11 biolooy students 
in six classes in Indonesia 

1,621 Grade 6 students in 60 
schools Vft East Java, 
Indonesia 

2,533 Grad6 3-5 students 
in 90 classes in Brazil 

1,277 Grade 3 and 6 students 
in 18 schools in Jamaica 



989 Grade 12 physics 
students in 31 classes in 
or near Bangkok, Thailand 
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1979b) and the six attitude measures each consisted of ten items of 
Likert format selected from the Test of Sislence-Related Attitudes/ 
(Praser, 1981d}« In addition, information was s^thered about tha senaral' 

ability of the students using a version of the Otis test. In order to> 
permit comparison with results from methodolosically diverge past 
studies, data were analysed in six different ways (namely, siinpXa, 
multiple, and canonical correlation analyses performed separately for raw 
posttest scores and residual posttest scores adjusted for corresponding 
pretest and seneral ability). 

It has been common in prior research to perform a conservative test of 
outcome-environment relationships by controlling statistically certain 
student characteristics, especially corresponding pretest and general 
ability. That ic, for reasons of simplicity, learning environment 
dimensions have been considered useful predictors of student learning 
outcomes only if they accounted for different variance from that 
attributable to well-established predictors such as pretest and general 
ability (Walberg & Haertel, 1980). While conservative analyses in which 
student characteristics are controlled have the merit that they do not 
overestimate the variance component attributable to environment, they 
might well underestimate the impcrtance of the environment component 
because any variance shared by environment am. student characteristics is 
removed. For this reason, all analyses (simple, multiple, canonical 
correlation) were performed twice, once using raw posttest scores as the 
criterion variables and once using residual posttest scores adjusted for 
corresponding pretest and general ability. 

Table 5 shows the results of the six types of analyses. The first pair 
of analyses are the least complex as they involve simple correlations 



between ^^lass means on the nine environment gcalas and clits reetnt on 
each of the nine outcome posttests (using either raw scores or residual 
sco2;'es). A major advantage o£ these simple correlational analyses is 
that they furnish data to other vforkers interested in associations 
.between particular environment variables and particular outcomes ♦ The 
results in Table 5 show that the number of significant 
outcome-environment correlations (p<0.05) was 27 for the analyses 
involving raw posttest scores (i.e., about seven times that expected by 
chance) and 18 for the analyses using residual posttest scores (about 
four times that expected by chance). 

The second pair of analyses reported in Table 5 consisted of a tmiltiple 
correlation analysis involving the set of nine environment scales 
performed separately for each outcome using either raw or residual 
criterion scores. The multiple correlation provides a more parsimonioui 
picture of the joint influence of correlated environment dimensions on 
outcomes and reduces the Type I error rate associated with simple 
correlational analyses, i-hese analyses are likely tp be of particular 
relevance to people interested in particular outcome measures. Table 5 
shows that the multiple correlation between raw outcome scores and the 
set of classroom environment scales ranged from 0.30 to C.51 and was 
significantly greater than z^ro (p<0.05) for seven of the nine outcomes. 
As expected, multiple correlations were smaller for analyses involving 
residual scores, but their magnitudes still ranged from 0.27 to 0.47 with 
four of these being statistically significant. 

In order to interpret which individual classroom environment scales 
were making the largest contribution to explaining variance in leaminj 
outcomes, an examination was made of b and beta weights for those 
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xesression equations for which the ouitipie correiation for the whoie 
biock of nine environment scaies had been found to be signif icantly 
greater than zero (p<0.05). The right hand side of Table 5 lists the 
magnitude of the beta weight for those individual environment scalfs 
whose b weights were significantly different from zero (p<0.05) and for 
which the corresponding block of environment scales also had a 
significant multiple correlation. This requirement that the aultiple 
correlation for the whole block of environment scales should meet the 
0.05 significance criterion provides protection ej^inst an inflated 
experimentwise Type I error rate. This table shows that the number of 
significant relationships for individual environment variables was 11 for 
raw criterion scores and 5 for residual criterion scores. Some specific 
examples of the results for residual scores are that Social Implications 
of Science scores were higher in classes perceived as having greater 
Order and Organization, and Leisure Interest in Science scores were 
higher in classes perceived as having greater Order and Organ^^-.tion end 
Innovation. 

Although use of multiple correlation analyses overcomes the problems of 
collinearity between environment scales, collinearity between outcome 
measures could still give rise to an inflated experimentwise Type I error 
rate Canonical analysis, however, can provide a parsimonious picture of 
relationships between a domain of correlated learning outcomes and a 
domain of correlated environment dimensions. Consequently, two canonical 
analyses were conducted (one involving raw utcome scorea and one 
involving residual scores) using the class mean is the unit of analysis. 
The bottom of Talkie 5 shows that both canonical analyses yielded at least 
one significant canonical correlation. Two significant canonical 



correlations of 0.67 (p<O.OX) and 0.54 (p<0.05), respectively, were found 
between environment scales and raw posttest scores, while one sisnif leant 
canonical correlation of 0.62 (p<0.01) was found between environawnt 
scales and residual posttest scores. 

In order to interpret the results of the canonical analyses, an> 
^xaciination was made of the oasnitudes and signs of the structure 
coefficients (i.e., simple correlations of a canonical variate with its 
constituent variables) associated with each significant canonic*, 
variate. The interpretation of the first rlgnificant canonical 
correlation for the analysis involving raw scores was readily 
interpretable. It indicated that attitude s^ioves on the Enjoyment of 
Science Lesson:> ^id Leisure Interest in Science scales were higher in 
classes perceived as having greater Ordor and Organization and 
Innovation. The interpretation of the second significant canonical 
correlation for the analysis of raw scores was less straightforward, but 
it suggested that cognitive outcome scores on the Conclusions and 
Generalizations scale tended to occur in classes perceived as having more 
Teacher Support and less Innovation. The straightforward interpretation 
of the significant canonical correlation for residual scores was that, 
with corresponding pretest scores and general ability controlled. Leisure 
Interest in Science scores ;ere greater in classrooms perceived as having 
greater Order and Organization. 

The separate methods of analysis yielded con&istent support for the 
existence of outcome-environment relationships and lad to no major 
conflicts when explicating the specific form of such relationships in 
terms of particular outcomes and environment dimensions. However, as 
expected, the interpretation for individual variables vcried sciewhat 
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with the presence or absence of control for student backsround 
characteristics (i.e., the raw scores vs. residuals analyses) and with 
the extent to which collinearity among variables was allowed for (i.e., 
simple, multiple, or canonical correlational analyses), nevertheless^ 
the present study still has some important tentative implicaticAt for 
educators wishing to enhance science students • achievement of particular 
outcomes by creating classroom environments found empirically to be 
conducive to achievement. For example, practitioners are likely to find 
useful the present finding that Order and Organization seems to have a 
positive influence on student achievement of a variety of aims. 

Use of classroom Environment Perceptions as Criterion Variables 

Table 6 overviews studies in which classroom environment dimensions 
were employed as dependent variables for a wide range of purposes. This 
table organizes past ocudies ander three themes, namely, (a) curriculum 
evaluation studies, (b) differences between student and teacher 
perceptions of actual and preferred environment, and (c) studies 
involving other independent variables. The studies chosen for inclusion 
in Table 6 are restricted to ones involving samples consisting wholly or 
partly of science classes (including elementary classes in which students 
take all of their subjects with the same teacher). Studies involving 
students in other subject areas, such as social science (Baba & Fraser, 
1983; Cort, 1979), are excluded. 

Curriculum Evaluation. one promising but largely neglected use of 
classroom environment instruments is as a source of process criteria in 
curriculum evaluation (Walberg, ±975, Frasor, 1981b i Fraser, Williamson 6 



TABLE 6. Studies Using classroom Environment Perceptions as criterion 

Variables 



Study 



Instrument Independent Variable 



C urricuJtuB Evaluation studies 

Anderson et al. (1969); 
Welch & Walberg (1972) 

Fraser (i976, 1979a); 
Tisher & Power (1976, 1978); 
Power & Tisher (1979); 
Korthfieid (1976); 

Kuhlemeier (1983); 
Wierstra (1984); Wierstra 
et al. (1987) 

Levin (19^0) 



Ainley (1978) 



LEI 



LEI 
CAQ 

(Steele et 
al., 1971) 



ICEQ 



LEX 



Use of Harvard Project 
Physics 

USA of Australian science 
Project 



Use of new Dutch physics 
curriculum 



Use of individualized 
curriculum 



Locally Standard of science 
developed facilities 



Differences Between sfcudent/Teai^her and Actual/Preferred Pom 



Fisher & Fraser (1983a); 
Moos (1977a) 



Fraser (1982b) 

Fraser (1985) 

Fraser & Treagust (1986) 



"^ES Student actual vs. student 

preferred r student actual 
vs. teacher actual 

ICEQ Four forms (as above) 

'^CI Four forms (as above) 

CUCfil Four forms (as above) 



Other studies Involving EnvironiPAnh Dimensions as criterion 



Variables 



Trickett et al. (1976, 
1982) 



Fraser & Kerttoul (1982) 
Ellett & Masters (1978) 
Lawrenz & Welch (1983) 
Walberg (1968) 



CSS 

ICEQ 
MCI 
LEI 
LEI 




Single-sex vs. coeducational 
schools; independent vs. 
public schools 

School-level environment 
School-level environment 
Sex of science teacher 
Teacher personality 
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TABLS 6 (Continued) 



Study 



Instrument Independent Variable 



Walber^ & Anderson (1968b) 



Walbers (1969a) 

Anderson & Walbers (1972) 

Walbers ^ Ahlsren (1970) 

Shaw & Kackinnon (1973); 
Kandhawa & Michayluk (1975); 
Welch (1979) 

Anderson (1971); Steele 

Gt al. (1974); Kuert (1979); 

Welch (1979) 



Heam & Hoos (1978) 



Kandhaua & Michayluk (1975); 
Hof stein et al. (1980); 
Sharan & Yaakobi (1981) 

Trickett (1978) 



Moos (1979a, 1980) 



LBI 

LBI 

LBI 
LBI 



LBI 
CAQ 

(Steele et 
al., 1971) 

CBS 



LBI 



CBS 



CBS 



Walbers et al. (1972) 



Bilett et al. (1978) MCI 



LEI 



"Achievins" vs. "creative** 
classes 

Class size 



Various variables 
Grade level 



Differences between school 
subjects 



Differences between school 
subjects classified 
accordins to Holland's 
occupational classification 

Type of school 



Type of public school 
(urban, rural, suburban, 
vocational, alternative) 

Differences in overall 
context, architectural 
characteristics, 
orsanizational 
characteristics; 
teacher characteristics; 
ass>^esate student 
characteristics 

Student sex and 
socioeconomic status; 
school enrolment 

Teacher competency 
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study 



Instrument Independent Variable 



Walbers et al. (1972) 



LSI 



Bllett et al. (1978) MCI 

Lawrenz & Munch (1984) mcx 

Harty & Hassan (1983) CES 

Rentoul & Fraser (1981) ICEQ 



Owens & Straton (1980); Locally 

Owens (1981) developed 

Byrne, Hattie & mc:» CBS, 

Fraser (1986) ICEQ 

Thistlewaite (1962); CCI 

Astin (1965); Genn (1981) (Stem, 1970) 



Student sex and socioeconomic 
status; school <enroliient 

Teacher competency 

Grouping students in laboratory 
on formal reasoning ability 

Teacher control ideology 

Changes in beginning teachers* 
preferences for 
individualization 

Sex differences in classroom 
environment preferences> 

Sex differences in classroom 
environment perceptions 

College environment as 
perceived by students 
following different 
specialisms 



Costello (1988) 



CES 



Ability grouping 
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Tobin, 1987). fcr example, as many curricula attempt to achieve more 
individualization, the ICBQ provides a useful tool for monitoring channel 
in student perceptions of five important aspects of individualization. 
When the ICKQ was used in the evaluation of a project aimed at pronoting 
.individualized leamins approaches, it was found that studenti in the 
•cbool implementing the innovation perceived their classes as 
significantly more individualized on a number of ICBQ scales than did a 
comparison group of students (Fraser, 1980a). Another study involving art 
evaluation of the Australian Science Education Project (ASBP) revealed 
that, in comparison with a control group, students in ASBP classes 
perceived their classrooms as being more satisfying and individual Izftd 
and having a better material environment (Fraser, 1979a). The 
significance of the ASKP evaluation and cfelch and Walberg's (1972) 
evaluation of Harvard Project Physics is that classroom environment 
variables differentiated revealingly between curricula, even when various 
achievement outcome measures showed negligible differences. clearly, 
there is scope in science education for teachers and researchers more 
frequently to include classroom environment measures in their evaluations 
of new curricula and teaching approaches. 

Differences Between student and Teacher Perceptions of Actual and 
Preferred Bnvlrorment, The fact that some classroom environment 
instruments have different actual and preferred forms which can be used 
either with teachers or students permits investigation of differences 
between students and teachers in their perceptions of the same actual 
classroom environment and of differences between the actual environment 
and that preferred by students or teachers. This researc* into 

ERJC 41 Aty 

MffliffllfflffTII^H *jl ^ 



differences between forms was reported by Fisher and Fraser (1983a) usinf. i 
the sample of 116 classes in tasmanta for the comparisons of student 
actual with student preferred scores. For the comparison of student 

actual with teacher actual form, a subsample of 56 of the teachers of. ^, 

'I 

these classes was available for contrast with the student class means for. | 

' • '^1 

the corre*,^ ondins 56 classes* The results of this study are depicted in d 

' 'I 

Figure 1, which shows simplified plots of statistically significant- j 
differences between forms. Figure 1 clearly shows that, first, students 
preferred a more positive classroom environment than was actually present ^ 
for all five ICEQ dimensions and, second, that teachers perceived a more: ; 
positive classroom environment than did their students in the same : 
classrooms on four of the ICSQ*s dimensions. These interesting results , 
roplicatfi patterns emerglr.s in other studies in wChool classrooms in the 
USA (MiHiS, 1979a) and Australia (Fraser, 1982b, 1085), as well as in : 
other sewtings such as hospital wards and work milieus (e.g.. Moos, 1974, 
1979b). These studies inform educators that students and teachers are 
likely to differ in the way they perceive the actual envircnment of the 
same classrooms, and that the environment preferred by students commonly 
falls short of that actually present in classrooms* ^ 



Studies Involving othec Independent Variables. The third group of 
studies overviewed in Table 6 shows that other workers have used - 
classroom environment dimensions as criterion variables in research aimed : 
at identifying how ihe classroom environment varies with such factors as 
teacher personality, class size, grade level, subject matter, the nature 
of the school- level environment, and the type of school. For example, 
larger class sizes weie found to be associated with greater classroom [ 
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Formality and less Cohesiveness (Walber*, 1969a; Anderson & Walb«rS',^ 
1972). 

In an interesting study of students* preferences for different typ«s o£ 
classroom environments, sirls were found to prefer cooperation tAore thw 
boys, but boys preferred both competition and Individualization more thaa 
Slrls 0,vens & Streton, 1980). in a similar study, Byrne, Hattie, 
l^raser (1986) found that boys preferred friction, competitiveness, and 
differentiation more than girls, whei^eaB girls preferred teacher 
structure, personalization, and participation more than boys. 

Herson-Knvironment yit Studies of Whether Students Achieve Better in 
Their Preferred Envi*ronment 

Whereas past research has concentrated on investigations of 
associations between student outcomes and the nature of the actual 
environment, having both actual and preferred forms of the ICEQ permits 
exploration of whether students achieve belter when there Is a higher 
similarity between the actual classroom envirciiment and that preferred by 
students. Such research is . an example of what is referred to as 
person-environment lit research (Hunt, 1975) In fact, science education 
studies have extended prior research in a new direction by using a 
person-environment interaction I framt^work in classroom environment 
research (Fraser Fisher, X983c, d). The purpose of this research 
simply was tj see whether or not student outcomes depended, not only on 
the nature of the actual classroom envi*.onment, but also on the match 
between students' preferences and the actual environment. 

One person-environment fit study in s^ ience education involved using 



.th«^ ICEQ with « Itrst 9MmpU confiftins of tht 116 clatftr. dticribtd 
prtvioutly '(Prattr & Fithtr, 1983e). Tht clatt was asploy^d as tht'uhit 
of analysif . A total of 29 variabltt wat utad in axpiorinj ralationahi|)a 
batWaan achievemant, actual anvironnant,, and ictual-prafarrad intaraction 
(i.a., paraon-environnant fit), studant achiavaiM^^t waa naaturad bo^th at 
^tha basinnins and and of .tha same achool yaar uain* aix affaciiva and 
thraa cosnitive outcome maaaures. Tha ICBQ waa adminiatarad at mid-year 
to obtain sviudents' perceptions of five dimensions of actual claaarooR 
individualization and of five dimensions of preferred claaaroom^ 
individualization. As preferred classroom individualization per se waa 
not of interest, data obtained from the ICEQ were used to provide five 
actual individualization variables and to generate five new variables 
indicating the congruence or interaction between actual and preferred 
individualization, in addition, the student background characteristic of 
general ability was measured in the study using a version of the Otis 
test. The basic design of the study, then, involved the prediction of 
post test achievement from pretest performance, general ability, the five 
actual individualization variables, and the five variables indicating 
actual-preferred interaction. 

This study provided many methodological improvements over prior 
research (Fraser S Fish,.-, 1983c). In particular, the study measured the 
person and the environment as sets of consnensurate and continuous 
variables, it provided control for student background characteristics and 
actual environment when studying the effect of actual-preferred 
interaction, and it reduced the overall Type I error rate by ensuring 
that individual interactions were interpreted only in cases where the 
block of all interactions was associated with a significant amount of 



critiirion. variance. Furtherttor«i r«i^resflion tur..sc« analysis providad a 
powarful nultivariata aathod of rcatistical analyait which anablad 
paraon-environmtnt interactions to ba raprasanted as tha products o5' 
continuous variabXat. 

A resression toalysis was conducted for the actuaL-praferra4> 
interaction for each of the five ICBQ scales for any cutcone for whieii 
the block of interactions had accounted for a sishifican*. iricreaant In, 
outcome variance. In order to satisfy the r«».3ireaent that student 
baclcsround characteristics should be controlled, each of these analysaf 
was carried out usins residual posttest criterion scores which had bean 
adjusted for correspondinj pretest and general ability. Also, in ord^r 
to meet the condition that an interaction term should account for a. 
significant increment in criterion variance over and above that 
explainable by the correspondins actual environment variable, each 
regression equation included an actual environment tenn in addition to an 
actual-preferred interaction. Consequently, the form of each of the 20 
regression equations was; 



where Y^^^ represents residual outcome scores (adjusted for 
corresponding pretest and general ability), a is the regression, 
constant, is the raw regression coefficient for the Ath 

continuous actual environment variable, and is the raw regression 
coef f icianl for the interaction formed by taking the product of the 1th > 
continuous actual environment variable and the 1th continuous prefet -ed 
variable. 
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^ On« of th« cftSM for which the conditions outlined above were tttitf ied 
Mta for the Social Inplicationt of science outcoM and the 
Personalization scale. In this case the resresaion equation v&s: 

Y^^^ - -0.3150 - 0.117U + 0.0035(A X P) 

Since actual-preferred interactions had been formed by taking the- 
^products of continuous actual an4 rjref erred scores (in order to enhance 
statistical power), the two-dimensional plots conventionally used with 
analysis of variance results were inappropriate. Instead, the 
interpretctions of the significant interactions were based upon 
three-dimensional regression surfaces which permitted actual and 
preferred scores to be represented as continuous variables. In each of 
these plots, the vertical axis represented residual posttest scores, one 
horizontal axis represented continuous scores on an actual environment 
scale, and the other horizontal axis represented continuous scores on the 
corresponding preferred environment scale. Bach regression surface was 
plotted wcing values ranging from a minimum of two standani deviations 
(for class means) below the mean for the actual and preferred scales to a 
maximum of two standard deviations '^bove the mean. Figure 2 chows the 
regression surface for the above case involving Social Implications of 
Science and Personalization, 

' re Z k:hows that the interpretation of the actual-preferi'ed 
in.— ution tor Personalization and Social Implications of Science was 
that the relationship between residual Social Implications scores and 
a'^tual Personalization was negative for classes with preferred 
Personal izaMon scores two standard deviations below the mean, was 



approximately zero for classes with preferred Personalization scores one 
standard deviation below the mean, and was positive for classes with 
preferred Personalization scores at or above the mean. That is, residual 
Social Implicaticns scores increased with increasing amounts of actual 
Personalization for classes preferring high levels of actual 
Personalization, but decreased with increasing actual Personalization for 
classes preferring low levels of actual Personalization. This finding, 
together with others emerging from the same study, suggests that 
actual^preferred congruence (or person-environment fit) could be as 
important as individualization per se in predicting student achievement 
of important affective and cognitive aims. 

The research does have interesting practical implications, but one must 
be careful to ensure that the implications drawn are consistent with the 
unit of statistical analysis used. It cannot be assumed that an 
individual student's achievement would be improved by moving him or her 
to a classroom which matched his/her preferences. Rather, the practical 
implication of these findings for teachers is that class cchievement of 
certain outcomes mig*** be enhanced by attempting to change the actual 
classroom environment in ways which make it more congruent with that 
preferred by the class. Finally, although the reader is cautioned 
against generalizing the present findings from the class level to the 
individual level, it is noteworthy that a previous study (Fraser & 
Rentoul, 1980) involving the use of the individual as the unit of 
analysis has suggested that the effects uf classroom environment on 
individual student cognitive achieveir.ent also were mediated by individual 
student preferences for classroom environment. 
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COMBINING QUANTITATIVK AND QUALITATIVE HBTHODS 
IN THB STUDY OF CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENTS 



For a nunber of years, workers in various areas of educational 
research, especially educational evaluation, have claimed that there are 
laerits in moving beyond the customary practice of choosing either 
quantitative or qualitative methods and, instead, combining quantitative 
and qualitative methods (cook & Reichardt, 1979; Smith & Fraser, 1980; 
Howe, 1988). in the field of classroom environment, research involving 
qualitative case study methods (Stake & Easley, 1978) has provided rich 
insights into classroom life and the use of quantitative methods, 
involving assessment of student and teacher perceptions as described 
previously in this publication, clearly has advanced our understanding of 
classrooms. To date, however, only limited progress has been made 
towards the desirable goal of combining quantitative and qualitative, 
methods within the same study in research on classroom learning 
environments (see Fraser & Tobin, 1989a). The fruitfulness of a 
confluence of qualitative and quantitative methods is illustrated below 
by reporting details of two recent studies in which ethnographic methods 
and the administration of classroom environment questionnaires were used 
together to advantase. 

A Study of Exemplary Teachers 

In order to provide a refreshing alternative to the majority of 
lesearch which maligns science and mathematics education and highlights 
its problems and shortcomings, a study of exeiitplary .practice was 
initiated to provide a focus on the successful and positive facets of 
schooiing. This Australian study took its inspiration from the Search 
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for Excellence study in the USA (Penick & Yager, 1983). A teas of 13 
Australian researchers were involved in over 500 hours of intensive 
classroom observation cf 22 exemplary teachers and a comparison group of 
non-exemplary teachers (Fraser & Tobin, 1989b; Tobin & Fraser, 1987, 
1989). 

Method. The primary data collection methods were based on the 
interpretive research methodology of Brickson (1986) and involved 
Tsroom observation, interviewing of students and teachers, and the 
CO ruction of case studies. Field notes were recorded, discussed 
dur -J team meetings, and used to formulate tentative assertions which 
were &x» lored further during subsequent classroom observations. But a 
distinctive feature was that the qualitative information was complemented 
by quantitative inforraatic w^l^'ned from questionnaires assessing 
student perceptions o£ classroom psychosocial environment. These 
instruments burnished a useful picture of life in exemplary teachers* 
classrooms as seen through the students' eyes. In an attempt to make 
meaningful interpretations of learning environment data, he actual 
environments of exemplary teachers' classes were compared, fx. t, with 
the environments of large comparison groups from prior researcn and, 
second, with the classroom environments of non-exemplary teachers of the 
same grade levels at the same school. 

Results. The results from use of the qualitative and quantitative 
data collection methods provided considerable evidence suggesting that, 
first, exemplary and non- exemplary teachers can be differentiated in 
terms of the psychosocial environments of their classrooms as seen 
through their students' eyes and, second, that exemplary teachers 
typically create and maintain environments that are markedly more 
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favorable than those of non-exemplary teachers. For example, the 
Classroom Environment scale was used in two classes of an exemplary 
biology teacher who had 11 years of teaching experience and was teaching 
students of middle to lower socioeconomic backgrounds in a government 
high school (Tobin, Treagust & Fraser, 1988). His Grade 11 biology class 
consisted of five boys and nine girls and his Grade 12 biology class 
consisted of seven boys and 12 girls. 

Figure 3 compares the environments of this exemplary teacher* s two 
biology classes with a comparison group of 116 science classes (Tobin, 
Treagust & Fraser, 1988). This figure shows that both classes of the 
exemplary teacher perceived their classroom climate considerably more 
favorably than the way that the comparison group viewed their classes. 
The biggest difference for both the Grade 11 and Grade 12 class occurred 
for Involvement, Teacher Support, and Order and Organization. That is, 
while this teacher's class perceived a more favorable classroom 
environment on all dimensions assessed by the CES, differences were 
particularly large for three scales, overall, differences were large, 
with effect sizes ranging from 1.0 to 2.2 standard deviations for the 
Grade 11 class and from 0.5 to 2.1 standard deviations for the Grade 12 
class . 

Another way of interpreting the classroom environment data involved a 
comparison of the actual environment of the exemplary teacher ♦s classes 
with the same students' preferred environments. Figure 3 shows the 
profile of mean preferred scores for the two biology classes combined. 
In the light of considerable evidence from past research discussed 
previously in this monograph, Figure 3 depicts quite atypical classrooms 
in which there is an unusually high similarity between actual and 
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preferred environment on most dimensions. Clearly this information about 
preferred environment adds further evidence about the favorableness of 
the classroom environments created by this exemplary biology teacher. 

Tobin, Deacon, and Fraser*a (in press) study of two exemplary Grade 11 
physics teachers involved the i ) of the long form of the CES. The mean 
scores obtained for each exemplary teacher's class were cor ^red with tht 
means of the comparison group of 116 classes. For both teachers, the 
classroom environment was perceived by students to be markedly more 
favorable than the comparison group in terms of greater Teacher Support, 
less Competition, and less Teacher Control. These differences typically 
were greater than one and a half standard deviations for class means. 
The high level of Teacher Support is consistent with classroom 
observations and the low level of Teacher Control is consistent with both, 
teachers* philosophy that students need to take substantial 
responsibility for their own learning. 

Conclusions, overall, the findings from comparisons of exemplary and 
non-exemplary science teachers within the same school replicated the 
results obtained by contrasting exemplary teachers* classroom 
environments with those of large comparison groups in previous research. 
The use of these two alternative approaches provides an important 
validity check and strongly supports the general finding that exemplary 
and non-exemplary teachers can be differentiated in terms of the more 
favorable perceptions of classroom environment held by exemplary 
teachers' students. Moreover, this finding from the Exemplary Practice 
in Science and Mathematics Education project is consistent with 
Vargar«Gomez and Yager's (1987) finding that students in exemplary 
science programs in the Seacch for Excellence project in the USA held for 
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more favorable attitudes to their science teachers than did a comparison 
sroup of students. 

High-Level Cog nitive Learning and Teachers' Hetaphors 

Background and Method. A study of the elusive soal of high-level 
cognitive learning involved a team of six researchers in an intensive 
study of the Grade 10 science classes of two teachers (Peter and Sandra) 
over a 10-wcek period (Tobin & Fraser, 1988; Tobin. Fraser & Kahle. in 
press). Bach lesson was observed by several researchers, interviewing of 
students and teachers took place on a daily basis, and students' written 
work was examined. Observations were written up as field notes, which 
were discussed at regular team meetings as a basis for formulating 
assertions and guiding future data collection, in particular, interviews 
with teachers were used to ascertain teachers' beliefs and metaphors and 
how these influenced how they implemented the curriculum. Ffledba-k from 
the teachers on written reports of the study was used as another data 
source. 

The study also involved quantitative information from questionnaires 
assessing student perceptions of classroom psychosocial environment. The 
four dimensions of Personalization, Participation (from the ICBQ), Order 
and Organization, and Task Orientation (for the CES) were selected after 
the ethnographic component of the study had been in progress for some 
time. The qualitative and quantitative information led to complimentary 
views of classroom environment. 

Results. The teachers* beliefs about their roles appear to have had 
a strong influence on the way the curriculum was implemented. Sandra 
afforded greatest value to her role as facilitator of learning. During 
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interviews, she described her main role in terms of being a ''Resource** to 
assist students to learn with understanding. Her efforts to share that 
resource equally between the students In her class were always evident as 
she moved continuously around the room and dealt with groups or 
individuals for the great majority of the allocated time. In contrast, 
interviews with Peter suggested that he conceptualized his role in termt 
of two metaphors, the **Captain of the Ship** and the *'Bntertainer**, and 
that the lessons varied greatly depending on which metaphor he used. As 
well, Peter projected a "macho** image which might have been associated 
with the outdoors type of person he preferred to be. When he interacted 
with males in the class, he made efforts bo be **one of the boys** and when 
he interacted with females he sometimes made suggestive remarks 
associated with the students as females, not science students. 

Figure 4 depicts the profiles of mean actual classroom environment 
scores obtained by averaging the indiv lual scale scores of the 31 

students in Peter's class and the 31 sb L s in Sandra's class. These 

profiles have been constructed separately for the first topic of 
Vertebrates and for the second topic of ifuclear Energy. Figure 4 clearly 
shows that the two greatest student-perceived differences between the 
teachers for both topics were that, relative to Peter's class, Sandra^ s 
class was characterized L. considerably more Personalization and less 
Order and Organization. Moreover, two-way analyses of variance with 
class and gender as independent variables revealed that differences were 
significant at the 0.01 level of confidence for Personalization atid order 
and Organization for both topics. 

Another question investigated ^/as whether students perceived their 
classrooms differently during the teaching of the two topics. This was 
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inberesbins because the researchers had fed back information from th« 
first administratio'. of the classroom envl^^onment scales to the teachers 
and, therefore, there was the possibility that they ruight have used this 
information to stimulate and guide improvements. Although the changes in 
classroom environment occurring between the two topics are not large, ths 
profiles in Figure 4 still reveaJ mQ interesting and consistent 
patterns. First, Peter's classroom env .ronment was less favorable for 
the second topic than the first on all scales except Order and 
organization (for which the difference v^s negligible). On the other 
hand, Sandra roaneged to improve on all four diwer>sions between the two 
testing occasions. 

The patterns in Figure 4 are consistent with the fact the two teachers 
differed markedly in their reactions and responsiveness to receiving the 
researchers* feedback information based on ciassroom environment results 
for the previous topic of Vertebrates. sondra was interested and 
concerned with this feedback and was determined to change her classroom 
behavior in ways which '/ould lead to improvements in classroom^ 
environment. On the oth.-r hand, Peter dismissed the classroom 
environment information from the previous topic as irrelevant and made no 
attempt to change his behavior. For example, Peter disbelieved the 
feedback suggesting that students perceived a relatively low level of 
Personalization in his classroom because ue felt that his attempts to 
entertain the students through his singing, quips, etc. (i.e. the 
Entertainer metaphor) would be associated with high Personalization. 
Although Peter was keen about covering the conttmt and being 
entertaining, he did not attempt to enhance classroom Personalization as 
a way of aiding student understanding of the content. 
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I students* perceptions of the learning environment within each class are 
[ consistent with the observers* field records of the patteiTto of leamins 
I activities and engagement in each classroom. The high level of 
^; Personalization perceived in Sandra's classroom matches the large 
I proportion of time that she spent in small group activities doring which 
} she constant y moved about the classroom interacting with students. 
I Further, when Sandra offered desists, they were often private and she was 
} never heard to use sarcasm or personal criticism in her interactions with 
students. It is significant that, of the 27 students of Sandra's class 
J intending to return to school the following year, 24 of them expressed 
( the wish to have Sandra as their teacher. The lower level of 
Hersonalizatxon perceived in Peter *s class is associated partly with the 
larger amount of time spent in the whole>class mode and the generally 
public nature of Heter*s interactions witt. students. He spent much less 
i time than Sandra dealing with students in quiet, small group situations. 
i The second significant difference between the learning environments was 
the lower level of order and Organization in Sandra *s class compared to 
I Peter *s class. Sandra s class was found by the researchers to be noisier 
than Peter *s and the high levels of of f- task behavior (mainly social) are 
consistent with the students* perceptions of a less orderly class. The 
physical arrangement of the classroom also contributed to the different 
$ levels of off -task behavior. To make it easy for them to work together 
;^ in groups, Sandra*s students sa. around tables formed by two desks. 
* Unfortunately, this method of seatxng not only encouraged social 
I interaction, but it also hindered effective scanning of the class for 
I management purposes. As a result, many students, with their backs to 
Sandra, were able to carry on with their social agenda even during her 
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whole-class presentations. In contrast, Peter's classroom had the desks 
in rows facing tha front of the room where Peter spent about half of the 
iosson time using the whole-class instructional mode. This seating 
arrangement racilltatetl management scanning and Peter quickly targetted 

potential noise-makers for effective public desists. As a result, 

Peter's class was more effectively managed than Sanra'i In terms of the 

proportion of student-engaged time. 
Wovcrtholess. because Sandra endeavored to keep the class on task /ith^ 

her quick movement around the .lass, helping students with problems and 

encouraging them to keep working, the perceived Task Orientation wag.. 

moderately high, even on the second topic. „hon students spent Qore tin* 

off-task. 

The differences in the classroom environments created by the two 
teachers also can be considered in terms of the metaphors adopted. For 
Personalization for Peter, for example, some students were confused by 
the way that they were treated in a depersonalized way as crew during 
Whole-class activities (Captain role), but treated in a very friendly wcy 
during individual activities (Entertainer role). Moreover, only some 
students uked their personal interactions with Peter during 
individualized activities because it was not uncommon for Peter to 
interact with boys in a "macho" way and with girls in a sexist way. 
consequently, it is not surprisinj that Peter's class on .^vorage 
perceived a relativ>Uy low level of Personalization, similarly, the vory 
high level of Personalization perceived in Sanrtia's cjass is also 
consistent with her metaphor of the teacher as Resource. Her teaching 
approach almost exclusively involved individualized work (about 75%) and 
she devoted great amounts of energy to moving around the class to give 



60 



students individual help. 

The low Order and Oc^anization perceived in Sandra's class is linked 
with her commitment not to use whole-class teachins* Althoush she 
appreciated that Order and Organization would be likely to improve Jin 
whole-class situations, Uer strong beliefs led her to concentrate on 
lAdl^fidualized approaches, in particular, Sandra's tim was monopolized 
by a group of girls who were oager to learn and by a group of disruptive 
boys who Sandra tried to control through proximity desists. Of course, 
with so much of her time devoted to those two groups, there was a natural 
tendency for the other students in the class to be off-task and for the 
average class level of perceived Order and Organization to be low. On 
the other hand, Peter's management metaphor, especially his role as 
Captain of the Ship, resulted in levels of perceived Order and 
Organization that were higher than in Sandra's class. 

The manner in which each teacher implemented the curriculum made it 
difficult for students to engage in a manner which was conducive to 
high-level cognitive learning. Sandra had limited time to ^«>flect on 
what she was doing as she circulated around the class attending to 
student requests for assi.^tanc^. In addition, most of her students were 
off bask for large amounts of the allocated time. Peter managed the 
class in a more teachers-centered manner but focused on the xeaming of 
C&^.ts and completion of the work prescribed ia the workbooks. 

Discussion. When this study commenced, wo held the view that the 
major problems In high school science education wore associated with the 
use of <*»ole-class activities for such a large proportion of the time. 
Implementing activities with a better balance between small group and 
individualized instruction, however, proved to be nu guarantee of 
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success. Although Peter was able tc manase sUident behavior in a variety 
of activity structures (rs Captain of the Ship and as Entertainer), he 
did not nave a sufficient repei<.oire of discipline-specific pedagosical 
knowledge to facilitate learning in either topic. In contrast, Sandra-, 
appeared to have a strong background in science and had developed the 
specific pedagogical knowledge to manage the conceptual aspects of each 
topic, because she did not manage student behavior effectively, studenta 
did not benefit from her knowledge, and her effectiveness as a 
facilitator of learning was questionable. Discipline-specific 
pedagogical knowledge and pedagogical knowledge together, therefore, are 
ieen as crucial ingredients of successful teaching. Neither is 
sufficient alone, and each is required if students are to attain the 
elusive goal of learning higli>-level cognitive science outcomes. 

The metaphors which Peter^ and Sandra used as a basis for 
conceptualizing their teaching roles appear to be influential in defining 
the roles adopted during instruction. Peter's ability t:. manage the;, 
class in distinctly 'different wcyp according to his Capt&in of the ship 
and Entertainer :aetaphorfj raises the possibility that he and other 
teachers might be able to improve their teaching by using different 
metaphors. The process of teacher change could be initiated by 
introducing a variety of metaphors and reflecting on the efficacy of 
basing teaching and learning strategies on each of them. 

Two sets of methodological implications emerged from thio study. The 
first reUtes to the use of quantitative measures of learning environment 
to augment the qualitative ethnographic methods. Because we selected th« 
scales of t»*«» learning environrent instrument specifically to be solient 
In this study, the data were relevant to what was observed in both 



classes. As %rell, the use of classroom environment questionnaires 
provided an important source oC students' views oC their classroo&s. 
Statistical analyses were undertaken to provide insights into questions 
concerning what was happening in two classes. The results of the 
analyses of learning environment data were used in conjunction with other 
data sources to support or refute assertions. When quantitative scores 
on learning enviroa'^ent scales are complemented by a substantial base of 
qualitative descriptive information from classroom observation, then a 
greater understanding of student*' perceptions of the learning 
environment can result. 



Although the previous sections of this monograph show that much 
research has been conducted on student perceptions of classroom learning 
environment, surprisingly little has been done to help science teachers 
improve the environments of their own classrooms. Consequently, the 
purpose of this section is to report how feedback information based on 
student perceptions was employed as a basis for reflection upon, 
discussion of, and systematic attempts to improve classroom 
environments. The basic logic underlying the approach fcas jeen described 
by Fraser a981e). it involves, first, using assessments of student 
perceptions of both their actual and preferred classroom environment to 
identify discrepancies between the actual classroom environment and that 
preferred by students and, second, implementing strategies aimed at 
reducing existing discrepancies. This approach can be justified partly 
in terras of the pc/son environment fit research described previously 
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whi suggests that student? achieve better when in their preferred 
classrooa environment • The proposed methods have been applied 
successfully in previous studies at the eleaentary (Kraser & Deer, 1982), 
secondary (Kraser, Seddon & Eagleson, 1982), and higher education levels 
(Oe Young, 1977). 

The attempt at iopLOving classroom environment described below (Fraser 
& Fisher, 1986) made use of the short 24-item version of the CES 
discussed previously. The class involved in the study consisted of 22 
Grade 9 boys and girls of mixed ability studying science at a government 
school in Tasmania. The procedure followed by the teacher of this class 
incorporated the following five fundamental steps: 

1. Assessment The CES was administered to all students in the 
class. The preferrt^d form was answered first, while the actual form was 
administered in the same time slot one week later. 

2 Feedback, The teacher was provided with feedback information 
derived from student responses in the form of the profiles shown in 
Figure 5 representing the class means of students' actual and preferred 
environment scores, rhese profiles permitted ready identification of the 
changes in classroom environment needed to reduce major differences 
uetween the nature of che actual environment and the preferred 
environment as currently perceived by students. Figure 5 shows that the 
interpretation of the larger differences was that students would prefer 
less Friction, less Competitiveness, and more Cohesiveness. 
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FIGURE 5. Profiles of Mean Pretest Preferred, Pretest Actual, and 
PosttesC Actual Scores 



3. reflection and Discussion. The teacher engaged in private 
reflection and informal discussion about the profiles in order to provide 
a basis for a decision about whether an attempt would be made to change 
the environment in terms of some of the CES's dimensions. The main 
criteria used for selection of dimensions for change were, first, that 
there should exist a sizable actual-preferred difference on that variable 
and. second, that the teacher should feel concerned about this difference- 
and want to make an effort to reduce it. These considerations led the 
teacher to decide to introduce an intervention aimed at increasing the 
levels of Teacher Support and Order and Organization in the class. 

4. Intervention. The teacher introduced an intervention of 
approximately two months' duration in an attempt to change the classroom 
environment. This intervention consisted of a variety of strategies, 
some of which originated during discussions between teachers, and others 
of which were suggested by examining ideas contained in individual CBS 
items, tor example, strategies used to enhance Teacher Support involved 
the teacher moving around the class more to mix with students, providing 
assistance to students, and talking with them more than previously. 
Strategies used to increase Order and organization involved taking 
considerable care with distribution and collection of materials during 
activities and ensuring that students worked more quietly. 

5. Reassessment. The student actual Com of the scales was 
readministered at the end of the intervention to see whether students 
were perceiving their classroom environments differently from before. 
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The results are suromarized graphically in Figure 5, which includes a 
dotted line to indicate the class mean score for students' perceptions of 
actual enviromnent on each of the CES's five scales at the time of 
posttesting. Figure 5 clearly shows that some change in actual 
environment occurred during the time of the intervention. When tests of 
statistical significance were performed, it was found that 
pretest-posttest differences were significant (p^o.OS) only for Teacher 
Support, Task Orientation, and order and Organization. These findings 
are noteworthy because two of the dimensions on which appreciable changes 
were recorded were those on which the teacher had attempted to promote 
changa, (Mote also that there appears to be a side effect in that the 
intervention could have resulted in the classroom becoming more task 
oriented than the students would have preferred.) 

Although the secwnd aduunistratlon of the environment scales marked the 
end of this teacher's attempt at changing a classroom, it might have been 
thought of as simply the beginning of another cycle. That is, the five 
steps outlined above could be repeated cyclically one or more times until 
changes in classroom environment reached the desired levels. Overall, 
the above case study and other previous ones suggests the potential 
usefulness of science teachers employing classroom environment 
instruments to provide meaningful information about their classrooms and 
a tangible basis to guide improvements in classroom environments. 



The major purpose of this monograph devoted to perceptions of 
psychosocial classroom environment is to make this exciting research 
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tradition in science education more accessible to wider audiences.. In 
its attempt to portray prior work, attention has been given to 
instruments for assessing classroom environment (including some recently 
developed short forms of existing scales), several lines of previous 
research (e.g. , associations between outcomes and environment, use of 
classroom environment dimensions in curriculum evaluation^ 
person-environment fit studies of whether students achieve better in 
their preferred environment), recent classroom environment studies which 
have combined quantitative and qualitative methods, and teachers' use of 
classroom environment perceptions in guiding practical attempts to. 
improve their own classrooms. Given the ready availability of 
instruments, the salience of classroom environment, the impact of 
classroom environment on student outcomes, and the potential of 
environmental assessments in guiding educational improvement, it seems 
crucial that science education researchers and science teachers make more 
frequent use of classroom environment instruments for a variety of 
purposes. 

It has been assumed in this monograph that having a positive classroom 
environment is an educationally de irable end in its own right. 
Moreover, the comprehensive evidence presented here also clearly 
establishes that the nature of the classroom environment has a potent 
influence on how well students achieve a range of desired educational 
outcomes. Consequontly , science educators need not feel that they must 
choose between striving to achieve constructive classroom environments 
and attempting to enhance student achievement of cognitive and affective 
aims. Kather constructive educational climates can be viewed as both 
means to valuable ends and as worthy ends in their own right. 
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Most prior classroom environment research has been correlational in 
nature. That is, studies have investigated associations between outcomes 
and actual environment or actual-preferred congruence in naturally 
occurring classrooms. Consequently, causal conclusions strictly cannot 
be drawn. what is needed urgently in future research, then, are^ 
experimental studies in which the environment is deliberately changed in 
specific ways in order to establish more clearly the causal effects of 
these changes on students' outcomes. 

In this monograph, more attention has been devoted to reporting past 
research uses of classroom environment instruments than to describing 
science teechers* uses of the instruments for a variety of practical, 
school-based purposes. This balance is an accurate reflection of the 
fact that classroom environment instruments hitherto have tended to have 
greater use ainong researchers than teachers. But this monograph helps to 
pave the way for much greater involvement of teachers by making 
economical hand-scorable instruments readily accessible and reporting 
promising case studies of applications in which classroom environment 
assessments have been used successfully to guide improvements x.i 
classrooms. 

In just 20 years, as this monograph has shown, older inctruraonts have 
been more widely used and cross validated in various countries, preferred 
forms have been developed to augment the original actual forms, short and 
hand-scorable forms have been designed for the convenience of teachers, 
and new instruments have been developed to fill gaps (e.g., for use in 
higher education classrooms or science laboratory classes). As this 
monograph is being written, workers around the world are continuing to 
translate and adapt instruments for use in different countries, to 
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develop new instruments for settings not ideally catered for with 
existins questionnaires (e %. computer assisted instruction, preschool 
c las.*5 rooms ) , and to use the instruments in settings (e.g. various special 
education classes) in which they have not been used previously. For 



example, even a Braille form of the My Class inventory has been prepared 
recently (Genn, 1988). 

Already in various countries the topic of classroom environment is 
being included in numerous preservice and inservice courses for science 
teachers, and it is gaining attention among school psychologists. Given 
the potential usefulness of including classroom environment topics into 
science teacher education programs (Frasor, in press) and incorporating 
the use of classroom environment assessments into the work of school 
psychologists (Fraser, 1987a, c; Burden & Hornby, in press), it is 
probable that the use of classroom climate in these two areas will 
continue to grow. For example, because school psychologists and teachers ' 
sometimes have tended to concentrate almost exclusively on their roles in 
assessing aiid enhancing academic achievement, the field of classroom 
environnent provides an opportunity for them to become sensitized to many 
important but subtle aspects of classroom life. Also, past experience in 
using classroom environment assessments suggests several important ways 
(e g., in evaluating innovations) in which classroom climate scales might 
be used to advantage by school psychologists. 

Typically, student outcomes have been studied using quantitative 
approaches based on educational measurement traditions, whereas classroom 
processes or environment usually have involved qualitative approaches 
involving informal observation, interview, etc. This mmograph ^ 
illustrates that classroom climate is susceptible to quanti.t <ve study. 
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Admittedly, quantitative measures have well-known limitations; but so too 
do qualitative approaches. Rather than claimins that quantitative 
methods are superior to qualitative ones in the study of classroom 
environments, the intention has been to make a potentially useful 
tradition of quantitative assessment of classroom climate readily 
accessible so that studies might benefit from the use of a range of 
quantitative and qualitative approaches. 

Although the focus of this mono:;raph hi»s been classroom-level rather 
than school-level environment, school-le,oX environment work is also very 
important in science education. Promising recent work has combined the 
use of classroom and school environment measures to advantage within the 
onft study (Fraser & Rentoul, 1982; Fraser, Williamson & Tobin, 1987), has 
used school climate scales to reveal interesting differences between 
elementary and secondary schools (Docker, Fraser & Fisher, in prese) , and 
successfully has applied the methods of improving classroom-level 
environments described in this publication to the improvement of 
school-level environments (Fraser, Docker & Fisher, in press). Overall, 
this recent research attests to the value of school climate research and 
suggests that the time is ripe for a confluence of the two research 
traditions of classroom environment and school environment, which 
historically have remaincl largely distinct and independent. 

In most prior classroom environment studies, researchers have adopted 
either qualitative or quantitative methods, but seldom both. Therefore, 
from a methodological perspective, the combination of quantitative 
measures of classroom environment obtained from questionnaires with a 
range of qualitative data-gathering techniques in the two studies 
reported in this monograph is noteworthy for several reasons. First, the 
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complemontarity of qualitative observational data and quantitative 
classroom environment data added to the richness of the data base. 
Second, the use of classroom environment questionnaires provided an 
important source of students' views of their classrooms. Third, through 
a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative classroom climate 
information, greater credibility could be placed in findiaga Uocau8«' 
patterns emerged consistently from data obtained using a range of 
different data collection methods, overall the studies described in this 
publication illustrate tha consf.a..rable advantages to be obtained by 
incorporating both qualitative and quantitative methods in future 
classroom environment research in science education. 
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APPENDIX A 
MV CLASS INVENTORY 
Actual Short form 

OIRCCTIOHS 

This Is not t test. The questions inside are to find out what your class /; 
Is actually like . ^ 

Each sentence is ntear^t to describe what your actual classroom Is like. 
Draw a circle around 

Yes If you AGREE with the sentence 

NO If you DOK*T A6SEE with the sentence 

I — ^ 

EXAMPLE 

27. Host children In our class are good friends. 

If you |qref that wost children In the class 
actually are good friends* circle the JTei 
like this: 




If you don't agree that most children In the 
class actually are good friends, circle the 
M like this; 

Yes (So) 



Please answer all questions. If you change your mind about an answer, 
Jur/^ cross it out and circle the new answer. 

Oon't forget to write your name and other details or the top of the next 
page. 
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XMMbtr you ire describing your actwl 
cUssrooa 


Circle 
Your 
Answer 


Teacher 
Use 
Only 


RNtc«bcr yoy £r» .''•''cr^J^Iss ?tjMr ISliJSl 
classrooa 


Ctrcle 
Your 
^AAStftr 


Teacher 
Use 

Only 


1. Tht pupils tnjoy their schoolwork In ms 
diss. 

2. Children ire-elways fl^titlng with each 
other. 

3. ChtldreR often race to see u9io can finish 
first. * 

4. tn our diss the work Is hard to do. 
5* In fly diss everybody Is m$ friend. 


(Us) No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes(g) 


HZ 


16. SoMj)f the pupils don't like the c^ass. 

17. Certain pupils always went to have their 
own way. 

11. Soae pupils always try to do their work 

better thaii the others. 
1^. Schoolwork Is fcard to do. 
20. All of the pupils In ny class like one 

another. 


Yes@ 

Yes No 

Yes NO 
Yes No 

(vej)No 




i. Um pwplls art rot happy In class. 

7. Scat of the ctiUtfren In on;- class are aean. 

Most -cMlireft uaat thtir work to be 

hotter thaa thtir friend's work. 
9. Nost cMldren can do their schoolwork 

without help. 
10. Smo people In wy class are not ay 

friends • 


Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes@ 


t 


21. The class Is fim. 

22. Children In our class fight a lot. 

23. A few children 'In ay class wantUo be 
first all of tht ttat. 

2i. Nost nf the pupils In ay class knew how 

to do tholr work. 
2S. Children In our class like each other 

as friends 


Yes No 
Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

(^No 


R 

3 


11. Children st«« to like the class. 

12. naiiy cdt^tfrofi In oer class like to fight. 
13« Smo p«p^U feel had when they don*t 

do as well as the others. 
14. Only the tiart poplls can do their work. 
IS'. All pttplls In m class are close friemls. 


Yes® 
Yes No 

Yes No 


i 

m 


S 10 F Co 0 ChJi 
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